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Topics. 


Current 


New County Court Judge. 

Ir 1s announced that Mr. Henry Best Hans Hamirron, 
barrister-at-law, is to be appointed Judge of the County Court 
Circuit No. 4 (Lancaster and Preston), in the place of his Honour 
Judge Coventry. Mr. Hamitron was called to the bar in 1873 
and has practised on the North-Eastern Circuit. 


Actions in the King’s Bench Division. 


THE onzy cause list which reached us before going to press is 
the list of actions entered for trial in the King’s Bench Division. 
These number 476, as against 574 at the commencement of the 
Easter Sittings, and 514 a year ago. 


Bringing Goods to the Buyer. 

Dvurine an address delivered last Thursday to the members 
of the Australian Chamber of Commerce in London, Senator 
Wesr observed, with reference to the British export trade, that 
Victorian merchants said: ‘‘The Germans bring their goods to 
the buyers whilst the British wait for the buyers to come to 
them.” The importance of consulting the convenience of buyers 
is recognised by the general law relating to the sale of 
which is not so widely known as it ought to be. By section 27 
of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, ‘‘ It is the duty of the seller to 
deliver the goods, and of the buyer to accept and y for them 
in accordance with the terms of the contract of sale” And in 
the French Code Civil, section 1603, it is laid down that one of 
the principal obligations of the seller is to deliver the thing 
which he has sold. Of course, this general obligation may be 
modified by the terms of the contract, for, as Lord Buacksvay 
was fond of saying, there is no rule of law to prevent the parties 
from making whatever bargain they please. But the old 
practice, by which buyers of goods took J gmy to the fair or 
market, selected their goods and carried them away, is not 
suited to the hurried life of to-day. 


Crime in France, 

THE CORRESPONDENTS in Paris of English have recently 
called attention to the large increase in sauce et tien in that 
city, and there appears to be some hope that the police are 
making extraordinary efforts to put a stop to what has become a 
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public scandal. We are, however, disposed to think that the 
chief cause of this evil is the extraordinary leniency with which 
crimes of violence are treated by French juries. Murderers 
and vitriol throwers appear to receive particular consideration. 
A young woman of oan character, finding that a man who has 
been paying attentions to her has become addicted to drink, 
refuses to walk out with him any longer. He arms himself 
with a knife, waylays her, and finding that she persists in her 
refusal, murders her by a dozen stabs. The prisoner’s advocate 
describes the case as a drame passionnel, a e unknown in 
our law courts, and the murderer is acquitted. In a similar 
case the man throws vitriol over the woman and disfigures her 
for life. He also is acquitted. There are amiable persons in 
this country who appear to think that heinous crimes are best 
dealt with by moderate sentences, but English juries so far do 
not appear to share this opinion. 


Jesting Judges. 


In ovr remarks on this subject a fortnight ago we 
“named no names”; but we are interested and amused 
to find that a writer in an evening newspaper has this 
week, after apparently mature consideration, arrived at the 
conclusion that our observations must have been aimed at Mr. 
Justice Dartine, and he proceeds to fit the cap accordingly. 
He is shocked at what he assumes to have been our disparage- 
ment of that judge’s efforts to promote ‘‘ a little honest hilarity,” 
but, somewhat inconsistently, deems it proper to admonish 
him by name for erring “in the number of his attempts ”—i.¢., 
attempts at jokes. This is an unkind blow from an apologist ; 
and as we object to this dragging in of the name of an individual 
judge, we propose in any further discussion of the merits of 
Judicial jokes to father them on a wholly impersonal entity, 
representing the aggregate wit of the bench, whom we propose 
to name Mr. Justice CapanBELts ; and in order further to conceal 
the identity of the author of the jests, we shall refer to them as 
uttered while sitting in the Conversational Court. We trust in 
this way to spare the feelings of the admirers of any particular 
judicial wag, and at the same time to accumulate a series of special 
reports which will be of value to posterity as shewing the high 
standard attained in our time in the performance of this import- 
ant branch of the duties of a judge. 


Mercantile Arbitrations. 


In THE case of Landawer v. Asser, decided on the 13th of 
April, the Divisional Court set aside the award of arbitrators in 
a mercantile arbitration on the ground that it was wrong in 
point of law and that the error of law appeared upon the face of 
the award. The case was rather a peculiar one, and turned 
upon the construction of a written contract for the sale of a 
ae of Manila hemp. The contract provided that insurance 
or 5 per cent. over the net invoice amount should be effected 
by the sellers for account of the buyers. The sellers insured the 
hemp to the amount of £1,280, which was in excess of the net 
invoice amount plus 5 per cent. which it was agreed would 
amount to £1,107. Part of the hemp was destroyed by fire, and 
the question arose whether the sellers were entitled to such an 
amount of the insurance money as represented the difference 
between £1,107 and £1,280. The arbitrators decided that the 
buyers were only entitled under the contract to such amount of 
the insurance money as represented the net price plus 5 per cent., 
and that the balance was due to the sellers. The court con- 
sidered that this construction was quite erroneous; that the 
insurance was entirely for the benefit of the buyers, and that the 
award must be set aside. This case is a good example of the 
risks which are encountered by mercantile arbitrators when they 
are dealing with a pure question of law. The construction of a 
mercantile document must be gathered from the ordinary mean- 
ing of the words which have been used with due regard to the 
circumstances. But mercantile arbitrators are apt to put the 
document aside to go into minute circumstances and to decide 
upon what they consider the justice of the case. 


The Transfer of Government Securities. 


We raint elsewhere a letter from a correspondent calling 
attention to the facilities for fraud which, pe recent case of 
Shepherd y. Harris (Times, 8th inst.) shews, are afforded by the 


mode of transferring English and Colonial Stock at the Bank of 
England and other banks where the registers of these stocks arg 


kept. In that case a trust fund included Tasmania and Western 
Australia stock, and the two trustees, Harris and JANVRIN, were 
the registered holders at the London and Westminster Bank, 
In 1900 the Tasmania stock was sold at the instance of the 

laintiff, the tenant for life, with a view to re-investment in 
Ween Australia stock. Harris, who was a stockbroker, 
acted as broker, and he and Janverin attended at the 
bank to sign the transfer. Harris produced to Janvamw 
the “bought” and “sold” notes, and subsequently, when 
pressed by Janvern as to the reinvestment, he produced 
a stock receipt in the ordinary form which purported to shew 
that the money for the new Western Australia stock had been 
duly paid. Janvzuy accepted this as sufficient evidence that the 
new stock had been transferred into the names of the trustees, 
Subsequently a similar transaction took place with respect to the 
original Western Australia stock. This was sold out and the 
proceeds were supposed to have been invested in Victoria stock, 
As a matter of fact, neither of the reinvestments were made, 
The stock receipts were forgeries, and the trustee Harris had 
absconded. Unier these circumstances the action was brought 
to make Janvern liable for the breach of trust, and the question 
was whether he had acted properly in accepting the stock 
receipt as evidence of the reinvestment. The will of the 
testator contained a provision that the trustees might, instead of 
acting personally, employ a solicitor or any other person to 
transact any business in the trust, including the receipt and 
payment of money, and that any trustee, being a solicitor or 
other person engaged in any profession or business, might be se 
employed. Hence no question arose as to the employment of 
Harris as broker or as to his being allowed to receive the 
proceeds of the stock sold. 


The Duty of a Trustee in Respect of Transfers. 

THE question in Shepherd v. Harris was whether the defend- 
ant Janvrrn had conformed to the rule which Speight v. Gaunt 
(9 App. Cas. 1) lays down as the test for a trustee’s conduct; 
that is, had he in managing the trust affairs taken the precau- 
tions which an ordinary prudent man of business would take in 
managing his own affairs? Having regard to the practice upon 
transfers of stock at banks, it was held that he had come up to 
this standard of diligence, and hence he was not liable for the 
defalcations of his co-trustee. As our correspondent points 
out, the current practice among purchasers of stock is 
determined by the practice at the banks. There is no 
deed of transfer, nor is there any certificate of the stock 
issued, and the transfer takes place solely by entries made 
in the register at the bank. In practice the stock receipt, which 
bears the signatures of the transferor and of the bank clerk, is 
accepted as evidence that the transfer has been made, and if the 
transferee wants further security, he must attend at the bank 
with a broker and make inquiry. The bank, it appears, will 
not answer a written inquiry, nor will they answer a perso 
inquiry uhless the person making it is properly introduced. ‘The 
difficulties thus placed in the way of inquiry naturally confirm 
the tendency to ¢ ! solely upon the stock receipt, and the 
evidence given in the action shewed that this is treated by 
brokers as a document of title. Our correspondent points out 
that, even if inquiry were made at the bank, it would probably 
not enable the transferee to obtain actual inspection of the bank 
books, and he would thus still have to rely upon the statement 
of another person. There appears to be a good deal to be said 
for our correspondent’s contention that the mode of transferring 
and shewing title to stock should be brought into harmony with 
the practice in regard to other securities. 


Limited Estates by Possession. 


In GenzRAL a title gained by possession gives to the possessor 
the entire fee, but in certain cases he is deemed to be in the 
position of a limited owner only, and then the effect of the 

ssession is to create estates in succession. This is so, for 
instance, when a testator who is in possession of land without 
title devises it for life with remainders over. The tenant for 
life who enters by virtue of the will is not allowed to set up 4 
title adverse to the will, and though the possessory title becomes 
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complete, he can still only claim as tenant for life. Upon his 
death the land goes to the remainderman under the will. “ Itis 
to the law of estoppel,” said BLacxsurn, J., in Board v. 
Board (L. R. 9 Q. B, 48), “‘that he who has obtained possession 
under and in furtherance of the title of a devisor should say that 
guch title is defective.” But the case is less clear where the 
jand is not really devised by the will, although a tenant for life 
under the will enters in supposed pursuance of his tenancy for 
life, and in Paine v. Jones (18 Eq. 320) Matins, V.C., held that 
to such a case of mistake the principle of estoppel did not apply. 
In fact the supposed tenant for life has no title under the will, 
and hence he is not debarred from setting up an independent 
adverse title of his own. In Dalton v. Fitzgerald (45 W. R. 685; 
1897, 2 Ch. 86) Linpixy, L.J., expressed some dissatisfaction 
with the distinction raised by these cases, though he did not 
dispute the actual decision in Paine v. Jones. A further varia- 
tin of the same question has occurred in the recent case 
of Re Anderson (53 W. R. 510). There a _ married 
woman, who had a power of disposition over estate 
X, but no such power over estate Y, by her will devised 
X to her husband for life with remainders over, and by a 
codicil she also devised Y to her husband for life with remainders 
over. The husband entered and held the properties for more 
than the statutory period. Upon his death the question arose 
whether he had gained a title in fee to estate Y, or whether it 
to the remaindermen mentioned in the codicil. The case 
differed from Board vy. Board in that no title to Y passed under 
the codicil. Hence the husband had not really held under that 
instrument. It differed from Paine v. Jones in that, although 
the codicil was in fact inoperative, yet it did purport to devise 
theland. The estoppel, however, recognized by Board v. Board 
seems to depend upon the circumstance that the tenant for life 
does really take a title under the will, and the present case more 
nearly resembles Paine v. Jones than Board v. Board. Hence 
Bucxtzy, J., considering that Paine v. Jones was not on this 
int shaken by the remarks made on it in Dalton v. Fitzgerald, 
held that the husband had gained a title in fee to estate Y, and 
the remaindermen under the codicil were therefore excluded. 


Remoteness of Damage. 

In tHE case of Brown v. Weir (95 App. Div. 98), the Supreme 
Court of New York has had to deal with rather a curious claim 
for damages for breach of a contract for the conveyance of 
goods. The plaintiff, an actress, consigned to her own address 
atAstoria, through the defendant company, a trunk containing 
her professional wardrobe. There was no suggestion that the 
defendants had any notice of the contents of the trunk or of its 
probable importance to the plaintiff beyond the fact that it was 
delivered to the defendants at a theatre or music Mall in the city of 
Baltimore. It was conceded that the reasonable and proper 
charge for the carriage of the trunk was eighty-five cents, but 
the Long Island Express Co., acting for the defendants, demanded 
five dollars and eighty-five cents as a condition of delivering 
the trunk, and this the plaintiff refused, offering to pay the 
eighty-five cents. Tne agent of the Express Co. thereupon 
refused to hand over the trunk, and it was held in the custody 
of the defendants or the Long Island Express Co. for some days 
until they discovered their mistake and gave it up on payment 
of the proper charge. The plaintiff now put forward as 
part of her claim the damages which she had sustained by 
reason of her inability to appear in public without the wardrobe 
contained in the trunk. The court rejected this claim upon two 
grounds, first, because. it was not shewn that the plaintiff had 
discharged the duty, to which she was subject as one who com- 
plained of an injury from breach of contract, to make reasonable 
exertion to render the injury as light as possible, and, secondly, 
because the only damages for breach of contract which can be 
recovered are those which are incidental to, and directly caused 
by, the breach, and may reasonably be presumed to have entered 
into the contemplation of the parties. ‘There is no novelty in the 
law as here laid down, but the case may be of interest to the large 
numbers of members of the theatrical profession who are carried, 
together with their luggage, on English railways. We believe 

at provision is usually made by what is called an “ under- 
study” for the failure by sickness or disability of a leading actor 
or actress. Surely some provision might be made for the 
occasional absence of the proper theatrical costume. 


Damages for Innocent Misrepresentation. 


Nezarty fifty years have ela since the Exchequer 
Chamber, in Collen v. Wright (8 E. & B. 647), laid down the 
rule that where a person induces others to contract with him as 
the agent of a third party by an unqualified assertion that he is 
authorized to act as such agent, he is responsible to the person 
who so contracts for any damage he sustains from the fact that 
the assertion of authority is untrue. Actions have been 
frequently brought in accordance with Collen v. Wright, and are 
commonly described as actions for breach of warranty of 
authority. But in the case of Cassaboglou v. Gibbs (7 Q. B. D. 
220; 9 Q. B. D. 797) an attempt was made to enlarge the 
operation of the previous decision and to contend that an agent 
employed to purchase goods, which he had erroneously supposed 
to be of the description ordered but which were really of an 
inferior description, was liable to damages as for a breach of 
warranty of the kind and quality of the goods which he had 
procured. The attempt failed ; the court held that the duty of 
the agent was to use due care and skill in executing the 
orders of his principals, but that they could not treat their agent 
as a quasi-vendor and recover for the loss of the profit which they 
would have made if the goods had been of the description 
ordered. The attempt has been renewed in the recent case of 
| Salvesen v. Rederi Aktiebolaget Nordstjernan, in the House of 
Lords. ‘The plaintiffs were ship-owners, aud they brought their 
action against ship-brokers whom they had employed to procure 
a charter party for a vessel at a specified rate of freight. The 
defendants, after some correspondence with the plaintiffs, wrote 
reporting to them that they had concluded a bargain for the 
charter of the vessel to a firm of merchants at a freight of 7s. 6d. 
per ton. In sending this message they were counting their 
chickens before they were hatched, since no final arrangement had 
been made, though the defendants believed that it had, and the 
merchants ultimately refused to accept a charter of the vessel, 
which the plaintiffs employed upon another voyage under a 
current contract at 5s. per ton instead of 7s. 6d. In an 
action by the plaintiffs, in the Court of Session, to 
recover the difference in value between freight at 
7s. 6d. per ton under the alleged contract, and is. 
per ton actually earned by the vessel on the substituted 
voyage, the plaintiffs obtained judgment, but the House of 
Lords has varied this judgment, holding that, though the 
defendants were guilty of a breach of duty to their principals 
in giving them incorrect information as to their business, the 
measure of damages was, according to Cassaboglou v. Gibbs, the 
loss actually sustained by the principal in consequence of the 
misrepresentation, and did not include the anticipated profit 
which he might have made if the representation had been true. 
This decision, which may be considered to settle the law upon 
the subject, will not be misunderstood. It would not affect the 
right of the principals to recover for any special damage which 
was the natural result of the negligent misrepresentation. If 
they could shew that, acting on the faith of the allezed con- 
tract, they had incurred expense, or having been misled into 
inaction, they had missed other chances of obtaining a charter 
for the ship, in either case their claim against their agent might 
possibly be increased. 


The Accidents (Mines and Factories) Bill. 

A Bit before Parliament, entitled the Accidents (Mines and 
Factories) Bill, is of considerable importance to employers of 
labour in mines and factories. It proposes to make certain 
changes in the law in reference to the returns and notification 
of accidents. In cases of both coal and metalliferous mines 
annual returns must be made, containing such particulars as the 
Home Secretary shall prescribe, of all accidents by which any 
person is disabled for more than fourteen days. With regard to 
the notification of accidents to the inspector of the district, 
all accidents must be notified which cause loss of 
life or ‘‘any fracture of the head, or of any limb, or any 
dislocation of a limb or any other serious personal injury.” 
The words ‘‘ serious personal injury” are somewhat vague, and it 
must often be a matter of opinion whether an injury is ‘‘ serious” 
or not. It seems, however, to be the intention of the Bill to 
use as a test of seriousness whether the injury disabled for more 
than fourteen days. Notice must be given when any personal 
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injury whatever is caused by any explosion of gas or coal 
dust, or any explosive, or by electric shock, or by any 
other cause specified by order of the Home Secretary. Here 
explosion of coal dust and injury by electric shock are new 
causes of injury to be notified, whether the injury is serious or 
not. With regard to factories, one of the most important changes 
is that all accidents have to be notified to the inspector which 
disable for fourteen days instead of three, as at present. This 
will probably save both inspectors and employers a good deal of 
trouble in inquiring into trifling accidents not of the kinds 
which have to be notified in all cases. If, however, accident 
is caused by any machinery in motion, molten metal, hot 
liquid, explosion, escape of gas or steam, electric shock, or 
other cause specified by order of the Home Secretary, notice 
must be given to the inspector whenever any person is so 
disabled as to be absent from work for one whole day. It is to 
be noticed that the words ‘machinery in motion” are here 
substituted for the words in section 19 of the Factory Act, 
1901, ‘‘machinery moved by steam, water, or other 
mechanical power.”’ Therefore the new provision will apply, 
it seems, to machinery moved by hand. It was decided 
in Willmott v. Paton (50 W. R. 148; 1902, 1 K. B. 
237) that “‘other mechanical power” must be ¢jusdem generis 
with steam power or water power, and did not include hand 
power. Incase of any notice of accident which is required to 
be sent not being duly sent, the Bill proposes to raise the 
penalty payable by the occupier of the factory from £5 to £10. 
At present notice of certain accidents has to be sent by the 
occupier of the factory to a certifying surgeon. Now it is 
proposed to leave this notification to the inspector, and he is to 
notify to the surgeon in such cases as the Home Secretary shall 
direct. This change will somewhat simplify the duties of the 
occupier. The changes proposed by the Bill are those recom- 
mended by a Departmental Committee, which was appointed in 
1901. 


** Paying Guests.’’ 


A qugry is published by one of the country newspapers as to 
the liability of the lessee of premises under a lease which 
contains the familiar covenants, first, not to use the premises for 
any purpose except as a private dwelling-house, and, secondly, | 
not to use them as a shop or warehouse or to allow any profes- 
sion, trade, or business to be carried on thereon. The Jessee 
has been for some time in the habit of receiving what are called 
‘‘ paying guests,” and the question is raised whether he has 
been guilty of a breach of covenant. Advice must often have 
been taken upon questions similar to this. The law reports, 
however, contain few cases dealing with the subject at large, 
and we are led to suppose that, especially in London, many 
landlords acquiesce in what may be techuically a breach of these 
covenants. it is suggested in the last edition of Woodfall on 
Landlord and Tenant that the majority of covenants against 
carrying on business would include the letting of lodgings as 
ordinarily carried on, and in Hobson v. Tulloch (1898, 
1 Ch. 424) Romer, J., held that a covenant not to 
use a house “for any trade or manufacture, or for any 
other purpose than as a private residence” was broken 
by using it as a boarding house for scholars attending a school 
in the neighbourhood kept by the owner of the house in| 
question. The owner of houses who is entitled to the benefit of 
such covenants is often in a difficult position. He may think | 
that to allow any business to be carried on in any one house | 
would lower the rental of his adjoining property. On the other | 
hand, the houses may be gradually becoming less fashionable, 
and it may be difficult to let them as private re-idences. And 
where a number of houses in a street remain vacant, it becomes 
difficult to maintain the rent at the original amvuunt. In the) 
result, the landlord is tempted to overlook breaches of the covenant 
s0 long as they are not obtruded in the face of the public, It! 
would often be difficult to prove that the lessee received “ paying | 
guests,” and although the landlord might think that the case of | 
Hobson v. Tulloch was an authority against the lessee being | 
allowed to receive them, he might reasonably think that in his 
own interest it would be better to leave the question un- | 
decided. 





The Motor Horn. 

A ocorREsPoNDENT of the Zimes complains of “the motor 
horn,” and says that, in reply to a letter by him, he was official] 
informed by the town clerk of a metropolitan borough that “ thig 
particular form of noise has been legalized by Parliament and 
Local Government Board regulations.” This information, 
though not incorrect, was not quite as precisely accurate or ag 
comprehensive as it might have been. Article 4 (5) of the 
Motor-cars (Use and Construction) Order, 1904, repeating g 
similar provision of the repealed Light Locomotives on High. 
ways Order, 1896, prescribes that every person driving or in 
charge of a motor-car on a highway “shall, whenever necessary, 
by sounding the bell or other instrument required by section 3 
of the Act of 1896, give audible and sufficient warning of the 
approach or position of the motor-car.’”’ The section referred 
to merely requires that ‘every light locomotive [%.¢., every 
motor-car as defined by section 20 of the Act of 1903 and 
section 1 (1) of the Act of 1896] shall carry a bell or other 
instrument capable of giving audible and sufficient warning 
of the approach or position of the carriage.” Clearly, therefore, 
a bell’ is more favoured by the Legislature than a horn. As for 
the horn, a special disfavour to it is shewn by section 54 (14) of 
the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839, which, as amended by the 
Interpretation Act, 1889, enacts that 


‘‘ Every person, except the guards and postmen belonging to his 
Majesty’s post office, in the performance of their duty, who in any 
thoroughfare shall blow any horn or use any other noisy instrument, for 
purposeof calling persons together, or of a:nouncingany show orotherenter- 
tainment shall be liable to a penalty of not more than forty 
shillings.”’ 


Misrepresentation of Age. 

Everyone has heard that it is difficult for workmen who are 
getting on in life to obtain employment. An applicant for 
employment 1s therefore under a strong temptation to understate 
his age, and it may be thought necessary at some time or other 
for the Legislature to deal with the subject—we hope with a 
proper regard for the infirmity of human nature. In a case 
which recently came before the Wallsend Petty Sessions, a second 
mate was charged with having altered a certificate of competency, 
and, further, with having used the certificate after it had been 
altered. This certificate had been granted by the Board of Trade 
and shewed the date of the birth of the person to whom 
it had been granted to have been the year 1851. It was 
noticed when the defendant applied for a ship that the last 
figure in the date of birth had been changed to eight, making 4 
difference of seven years in his age. The defendant was con- 
victed and a penalty imposed upon him. In this case, however, 
he had tampered with a formal document. An oral misrepre- 
sentation of the defendant’s age has yet to be brought withia 
the criminal law. 


Fortune-tellers. 

FortuNE-TELLERS appear to have been rather busy on Whit 
Monday in Epping Forest, and several of them having been 
charged before the magistrates with professing to tell fortunes, 
with intent to impose on and deceive people, were ordered to pay 
the penalty of 40s. and costs, the chairman saying that the 
bench intended to stop this forest fortune-telling. It would 
appear in the meantime, from notice-boards which are freely 
exhibited, that palmistry or fortune-telling is tolerated in the 
metropolis. ‘The law may recognize a distinction between 
palmistry for reward and fortune-telling, but it would give 
satisfaction to many persons if the point could be settled by aa 
authoritative decision of the High Court. 





Mr. F. R. Falkiner, Recorder of Dublin, writing to the Times on a court 
of criminal appeal, says that ‘‘ within living menvory an Irish county judge 
sentenced a man to death for stealing a goat. This Rip Van Winkle 
lived in the days of the draconic code which made such telonies capital, bub 
had gone to sleep as to the reforms in the years following the Kuropean 
peace.’ 

At the Reading Assizes, on Wednesday, before Mr. Justice A. 'T. Law- 
rence, Alired Fossick, solicitor, of Muidenhead, pleaded ‘ Guilty” to 
having misappropriated over £12,000, the property of the executors of the 
late Agues Skinner. His lordship, atter commenting on the gravity of the 
case, said he could not pass a less sentence than that of five yeare’ J 
servitude, 
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The Effect of Part Payment in 
Keeping Alive a Debt. 


{as decision of Warrincron, J., in Re Chant (ante, p. 537) is 
noteworthy as being an extension of the principle which permits 
yment by one person on account of a simple contract debt to 
Prep the debt alive as against another. The question of the 
fiect of part payment has been, as is well known, a frequent 
subject of litigation, and the leading cases of Coope v. Cresswell 
R. 2 Ch. 112) and Roddam v. Morley (1 De G. & J. 1) 
t the opposite views which have been taken. Accord- 
‘no to Coope v. Cresswell the effect of payment by one of several 
liable for a debt, or interested in the property out of 
ghich the debt can be recovered, is to keep the debt alive only 
against the person who makes the payment. According to 
Ioddam v. Morley the payment is effectual for all purposes, and 
gyves the Statute of Limitations, not only as regards the person 
making it, but as regards all persons against whom the liability 
can be enforced. 

Where the payment has statutory effect, then its operation has 
to be gathered, if possible, from the relevant statute. Thus 
where money is charged on land it is kept alive under section 8 
of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, by payment of any 
Sopa money or interest ‘‘ by the person by whom the same 
shall be payable or his agent.” Where it is a specialty debt it 
is kept ive under section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, 
“by part payment or part satisfaction on account of any principal 
or interest being due thereon.” But neither of the statutes 
states expressly whether the payment is to be effectual generally 
or only as against the person making it, and hence the matter 
has had to be determined upon principle, with the result that 
there have been the opposing views just stated. 

The conflict between Coope v. Cresswell and Roddamv. Morley has 
been to a certain extent concealed by the fact that they dealt with 
different kinds of liability. In general the question arises where a 
testator who was liable to specialty or simple contract debts has 
devised his real estate, and it is sought to take advantage of a 

yment by one person interested in his real or personal estate 
morder to enforce the debt against another. In the case of a 
specialty debt which binds the heirs, the land, although not 
originally charged with the debt, may be made liable after the 
death of the debtor under the Debts Recovery Act, 1830; and 
by the Administration of Estates Act, 1833, all lands of a 
deceased person are made assets in equity for the payment 
of both specialty and simple contract debts. In Roddam v, 
Morley the real estate had been devised to a tenant for life, 
and it was held by Lord Cranworrn that payment of interest 
ona specialty debt by the devisee for life kept the action on the 
specialty alive against the devisees in remainder, And, of 
course, where land is thus settled the tenant for life is owner 
for the time being, and it is natural that his acts should be held 
toaffect all persons interested. But Lord Cranwortn did not 
mean to limit his judgment to the case of tenant for life and 
remainderman ; he intended to decide that payment under section 
5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, by any person liable kept the 
action alive generally. ‘I have come to the conclusion,” he said, 
“that when a part payment or payment of interest has been 
made, which has the effect of preserving any right of action, that 
right will be saved, not only against the p making the 
payment, but also as against all other parties liable on the 
specialty.” 

This dictum, it will be seen, went further than was necessary 
for the decision of Roddam v. Morley. It was enough for the 
Purpose of that case to hold that a payment by a tenant for life 
of interest on a specialty debt bound the remaindermen. Other 
considerations arise where there are several persons simul- 
taneously liable, and in Coope v. Cresswell Lord CHELMSFORD, 
while recognizing Roddam v. Morley as applicable to tenant for 
life and remaindermen, declined to apply it as between persons 
who were personal representatives and trustees of part of the 
teal estate for payment of debts on the one hand, and the 
beneficial devisee of other realestate. A payment by the former, 
twas held, did not keep the debt alive against the beneficial 

18€@, 


This conflict of principle between Roddam v. Morley and Coope 
v. Cresswell has not, it is believed, ever been definitely decided, 
although it seems to be the better opinion that Roddam v. Morley 
is correct and that the effect of payment is to set free the action 
on the specialty debt generally (see Pears v. Laing, 12 Eq. 41); 
and this view is supported by the numerous cases in which payments 
by one person have been held to be effectual to keep the Jebt alive 
against another; as where payments by a mortgagor are 
effectual to keep the mortgage debt alive against the assignee 
of the equity of the redemption ( Chinnery v. Evans, 11 H. L. ©. 
115; Bradshaw vy. Widdrington (50 W. R. 561; 1902, 2 Ch. 430), 
or where payments of interest by the devisees of mortgaged land 
are effectual to keep alive the remedy on the covenant in the 
mortgage: Re Gale (22 Ch. D. 820). And it is quite possible 
that if the circumstances in Coope v. Cresswell were to arise again 
that case would not be followed, and, indeed, the present case of 
Re Chant is inconsistent with the continued recognition of it, 
although from the brief report at present available the 
inconsistency does not appear to have been noticed. 

But the above cases depend upon the effect to be given to the 
statutes. Payment, as such, is, in respect of certain debts, made 
ineffectual by statute to keep a debt alive, and hence it is easy to 
argue that the payment shall be effectual for all purposes and 
shall keep the right of action alive, not only as against the 
person making the payment, but also as against other persons 
interested. But when it is a question of a simple contract debt, 
the above statutes have no operation, and payment only saves the 
debt when it is such that a promise to pay the debt can be implied 
from it. ‘It must be a payment of a portion of the 
debt, accompanied by an acknowledgment from which a 
= may be inferred to pay the remainder”: per 

ARKE, B., in Foster v. Dawber (6 Ex., p. 853). And in 
Fordham vy. Wallis (10 Hare, p. 225) Turner, V.C., said: 
“The bar of the statute is precluded by the payment of interest, 
because the payment of interest is an acknowledgment of the 
debt, and the law implies from the acknowledgment of the debt 
& promise to pay it.” But if, in the case of a simple contract 
debt, part payment operates only as implying a promise to 

ay the rest, its effect cannot be judged by cases which 
epend upon a statutory recognition of payment. This con- 
sideration appears not to have been allowed sufficient 
weight by Currry, J., in Hollingshead v. Webster (37 Oh. D. 
651), where he held that payment on a simple contract 
debt of a testator by the devisee of land for life kept the 
debt alive against the remainderman. The payment might imply 
@ promise to pay by the tenant for life, but it is not clear how 
it could imply a promise on the part of the remainderman. 
At the same time, tenant for life and remainderman stand 
in a special relation to each other in regard to the land, 
and if Hollingshead v. Webster can be supported, this can can only 
be upon the ground that such a promise can be implied. The 
case of a simple contract debt differs in this — from a 
specialty debt, and the principle of Roddam v. Morley does not, 
in strictness, apply. It should be noticed, however, that this 
statement is _—" to the comments of Currry, J., in his 
judgment in Dibd v. Walker (41 W. R. 427; 1893, 2 Ch. 429) on 
the relation between Roddam v. Morley and Hollingshead v. 
Webster. ‘‘I followed,” he said, “the principle of Roddam v. 
Morley in Hollingshead v. Webster, a case of a simple contract 
debt not charged on the debtor’s real estate, and consequently 
falling within the statute 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 104, which makes the 
debtor’s real estate assets in equity for payment of his simple 
contract debts as well as his specialty debts.” 

But even if Hollingshead v. Webster can be supported upon the 
ground of the mr relationship between tenant for life and 
remainderman, no such justification exists for the departure from 
sound principle which appears to be involved in the present case 
of Re Chant (supra). ere it has been held that part payment 
in respect of a simple contract debt of a testator by the personal 
representatives and by the devisee of part of the real estate keeps 
alive the debt against other devisees so as to entitle the creditor 
to judgment for administration of the real and personal estate. 
And the reason is stated to be that Hollingshead v. Webster shews 
that, as to the effect of part payment, there is no material 
difference between the case of a simple contract and a specialty 





debt. Now, no case, whatever be its authority, can get over 
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the fact that part payment in respect of a specialty debt has 
a statutory effect, while in the case of a simple contract debt it 
operates only as the implication of a promise to pay. Hence 
the question does not depend, as seems to have been assumed, on 
Roddam v. Morley and Hollingshead v. Webster, but upon the 
possibility of impljing from a payment by an executor a 
promise to psy on the part of the devisee, and that there is no 
ruch possibility is shewn by the cases of Putnam v. Bates (3 Russ. 
188) and Fordham v. Wallis (supra). The point decided in 
Putnam v. Bates was that an admission of a simple contract debt 
by an executrix did not prove an admission by the devisee 
so as to exclude the statute as regards the devisee and 
enable the creditor to obtain payment out of the real estate; 
and one of the points decided in Fordham v. Wallis was 
that a payment in respect of a simple contract debt made 
by executors did not bind persons beneficially interested in 
the real estate, Turner, V.C., observed that it should not be in 
the power of any person by his admissions to revive a right 
against another, which, but for that admission, would have been 
wholly extinguished ; and he denied that the liability of the real 
estate was so connected -with the liability of the personal estate 
as to preclude the application of this principle. Putnam v. Bates 
and Fordham v. Wallis do not appear from the report to have 
been considered in Re Chant; but even assuming that Coope v. 
Cresswell is overruled as regards specialty debts, yet there is no 
ground for saying that Putnam v. Bates and Fordham v. Wallis 
have been overruled as regards simple contract debts. So far as 
we can see, He Chant is not consistent either with principle or 
authority. 








Reviews. 
Equity. 
Aw ANALYSIS OF THE FoURTEENTH EDITION OF SNELL’S PRINCIPLES 


oF Equiry, witH Notes THEREON. By E. E. Btiyrn, B.A, 
I.L.D. (Lond.), Solicitor. Ercutn Epition. Stevens & Haynes. 


Snell’s Principles of Equity is not always considered to furnish 
the student with very easy reading, and he will be well advised to 
take advantage of the assistance rendered by Mr. Blyth’s Analysis, 
now in its eighth edition. And even with the analysis he will by 
no means be let off lightly. To take, for instance, a matter 
of such current practical importance as married women’s 
property, he will have to master a long list of leading 
cases which have settled the operation of the restraint on 
anticipation—including, of course, Tullett v. Armstrong (1 Beav. 21)— 
and also the recent cases, such as Re Harkness and Alsop (44 W. R. 
683), which explain the operation of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, in the case of married women who are trustees or mort- 
gagees. Similarly the chapter on mortgages refers the student to 
the explanation of the doctrine of the ‘“‘clog on the equity ” which 
bas been contained in the numerous recent cases, such as Biggs v. 
Hoddinott (47 W. RB. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307) and Rice v. Noakes (50 
W. R. 305; 1902, A. C. 24). Mr. Blyth is content to give only the 
names of the cases without references, but as the student is supposed 
so have his ‘ Snell” at hand, this is hardly adefect. The conscientious 
use of the analysis can hardly fail to lead to a competent knowledge 
of the “‘ Principles of Equity.” 


A Compilation of Dicta. 


Tue Dicrionary or LEGAL QuoTATiIoNns; on, SELECTED Dicra oF 
ENGLISH CHANCELLORS AND JUDGES FROM THE EARLIEST PERIODS 
TO THE Present Time. Exrracrep MAINLY FROM REPORTED 
Decisions, aNd Empractnc Many EPIGRAMS AND QUAINT 
Sayines. Wirn Exrianatory Norges AND REFERENCES. By 
James WILLIAM Norton-Kysug, of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 


This curious and interesting compilation is well put together, well 
annotated, and well indexed. There are chronicled poms 150 
sayings of Lord Mansfield, about fifty of Lord Coke (nearly all of 
which are to be found in the notes), five of Hawkins, J., only one of the 
late Lord Herschel! ay is surely too sparing), nineteen of Lord Esher, 
ten of “Brett, L.J.,” and nine of ‘ Brett, M.R,,” eight of Lord 
Halsbury, twenty-two of Mr. Justice Kekewich, only two of Lord 
Justice Lush, only five of Lord St. Leonards, nineteen of Bayley, J., 
only five of Lord Blackburn, but nine of ‘ Blackburn, J.,” and “ a 
few quotations from Scotch and Irish judges met with in the course 
of researches have been thought worthy of preservation.” References 
to judge, case, page of the report from which the dictum or quotation 
bas been extracted, and the year wherein the case was decided are | 





all given. About 300 judges have been laid under contribution. The 
book is dedicated to the Lord Chief Justice of England. The follow. 
ing extracts are given by way of sample of the contents : 


The rule is that whilst all is on paper, you may amend,—LJopg 
Mansfield, 

It is difficult to struggle with the common law.—Lord Ellenborough. 

The court is not hungry after jurisdiction.—Sir W. Scott. 

It is a public scandal when the law is forced to uphold a dishonest act, 
—Lord Maenaghten. 

A statute cannot alter by reason of time, but the common law may.— 
Ask, J. 

Viner is not an authority. Cite the cases that Viner quotes, that you may 
do.— Foster, J. 

It is of the highest importance that a man should be able to consult his 
solicitor without fear.—Cave, J. 





Books of the Week. 


The Legal Position of Trade Unions. By G. F. AssmNDER, M.A, 
B.C.L, (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


American Law Review, May-June, 1905, Editor: LEonarp A, 
JONES, Boston. Reeves & Turner. 


The English Reports. Vol. LII.: Rolls Court V., containing 
Beaven, Vols. 18 to 22. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

Archibald’s Pleading, Evidence, and Practice in Criminal Cases, 
By Sir Joun JERVIS, late Lord Chief Justice of the Court of Common 
Pleas. With the Statutes, Precedents of Indictments, &c. The 
Twenty-third Edition. By WILLIAM FEILDEN Cratzs, M.A. (Oxon.), 
and Guy STEPHENSON, M.A. (Cantab ), Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





Correspondence. 


Transfer and Registration of Stock. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


- Sir, —It is rather surprising that tbe question involved in the case 
of Shepherd v. Harris, reported in the Times of the 8th of June, 
should not often have been raised and given trouble before. 

Indeed, the practice of the Bank of England and some other banks 
and old-fashioned companies as regards the method of transfer and 
evidence of registration of stock seems to be very unsatisfactory. 

The bank furnishés a stockholder with no evidence whatever that 
the stock he has acquired, and possibly is responsible for, stands in his 
name. I understand that the bank refuse to answer written inquiries 
by a stockholder, or at least make great difficulty about telling any- 
one what stock stands in his name by letter—and apparently the only 
thing he can do is to go to the bank personally, with a broker to identify 
him, and inquire verbally of the clerk in the stock office. It may 
very likely be a physical or practical impossibility for him to do this. 
But even if he does go, he would presumably only get the verbal 
assurance of the clerk, who would probably refuse to show him the 
bank books. 

The practical result is that everyone who buys Consols and other 
stocks inscribed at the Bank of England, London and Westminster 
Bank, and some other banks and companies, or has such stocks trans- 
ferred into his name, has to rely upon a flimsy form produced to him 
by his broker or banker, which anyone can obtain and fill up, and 
which is only authenticated by the scribbled signature of some clerk 
in the bank. This so-called ‘‘bank stock receipt” is absolutely 
worthless as evidence that the stock has been transferred as 
represented, A letter from the broker would be of more value; but 
it is not even the practice for the broker to attend at the bank on the 
stock being transferred, for I understand he passes his cheque to the 
seller deste in exchange for the bank stock receipt. ; 

Moreover, the transferee neither receives a transfer to be sent in 
to the bank for registration nor any sort of certificate from the bank 
that the stocks stand in his name. 

Surely it ought not in these days to be necessary for the transferee 
to attend personally to accept the transfer. And when he has done 
that, how is he to satisfy his co-holders, or the beneficiaries for whom 
he holds, that the stock actually stands in his name ? 

Why should not the bank accept ordinary transfers (the form of 
which, by the way, might well be improved) and issue stock certifi- 
cates like other companies and bodies ? hat reasonable objection 
can the bank have to that ? 

The present system is both cumbrous and insecure. A man may 
now buy £100,000 Consols and have to pay his broker for them and 
practically have to rely upon his broker's word that they have been 
actually transferred into his name. Why, it would be preferable to 





have “bearer” bonds or certificates, which some people are # 
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frightened of as actually to prohibit their trustees from holding them 
! 


all! 
ar is only within the last few years that the bank has so far con- 
formed to modern usage as to send out dividends by post. Is it too 
much to ask that it should reform its system with regard to the 
iransfer and registration of the stocks themselves ? L. D. C. 


June 12, 








Cases of Last Sittings. 


Court of Appeai. 
MELLOR v. WALMESLEY. “No. 2. 11th and 12th May; 6th June. 


CoxvevaNce—Lanp Srrvate on SrasHoRE—Meganinc or SeEasnore— 
DescrirTION or Parcets—Inciusion or Bounpary OBsect IN Parcen 
i Bounps. : 

This was the defendants’ appeal from a judgment of Swinfen Eady, 
J. (reported 52 W. R. 665). It appeared that the lord of the manor of 
Great Crosby, in Lancashire, of which the foreshore of Blundellsands was 
parcel, had in the year 1864 granted to the predecessors in title of the 
plaintiffs two plots of land in Blundellsands described as “ situate on the 
seashore ’’ and as ‘‘ bounded on the west by the seashore ”’ and as bounded 
m the north-west and east by named boundaries. The measurements 
from east to west and from north to south were correctly given, and agreed 
exactly with rectangular figures representing the plots in plans drawn on 
thedeeds. The plans also shewed a wavy line marked “sea coast,’’ between 
which and the west sides of the figures were strips of land a few yards wide. 
At the date of the grants it was proved that the sea had sometimes covered 
these strips and occasionally even washed over the plots as they were 
marked on the plans. Since the dates of the grants the sea had 
gradually receded, leaving considerable accretion to the land. It also 
appeared that in 1902 the defendants, who were the devisees in trust of the 
grantor, erected on the strips aforesaid fencing that excluded the plaintiffs 
from the sea, and the plaintiffs thereupon brought an action to have the 
seaward boundaries of the plots determined as against the defendants, the 
question to be decided being whether the strips belonged to the plaintiffs 
or to the defendants. Swinfen Eady, J., held that the word “‘ seashore ”’ 
was used in the deeds as equivalent to ‘‘foreshore’’ and as meaning that 
space vested in the Crown, of which the landward limit was the line of 
medium high tide between the springs and the neaps; he aleo held that 
the deeds contained adequate descriptions of what was intended to pass 
which were not vitiated by errors in dimensions or quantity, nor by 
inaccuracies in the plans, and that by the conveyances the grantees 
acquired all the land of the grantor up to the seashore, and that the 
accretion to this land be!onged to them. 

June 6.—The appeal was dismissed in substance. 

Vavcnan Wituas, L.J., said that the plaintiffs claimed a declara- 
tim that their premises were bounded on the west side thereof by 
the seashore, and that as owners of the premises they were entitled to 
free access and egress to and from the sea from and to their premises, 
The principal question tried in the action had been whether the land 
between the western wall of the plaintiffs’ premises and the sea was owned 
slants laintiffs or the defendants. Since the date of the grant to the 

intiffs there had been a considerable accretion of land on the west 
side of the premises, which admittedly went to the person who owned the 
land to which it was adjacent. There had been mu@f argument as to 
the meaning of the word ‘‘ seashore,’’ by which the land conveyed was said 

t) be bounded on the west, and it was said that the grantor’s intention 

bad been to convey the land to the seashore on the west, otherwise the 

Western boundary would have been described as ‘‘ other land of the 

gtantor,’’ and not as ‘‘seashore.’’ Swinfen Eady, J., had erroneously 

Ijected certain evidence as to the line of ordinary high water at ordinary 

tpting tide. The defendants were not estopped from denying that the 

premises conveyed were bounded by the seashore—i.e., the foreshore, and 
might show the true facts of the case, but they were estopped from saying 
that the whole of the land intervening between the western boundary as 
described in the grant was anything else but seashore. By reason of the 

Words ‘on the shore’’ and ‘* bounded on the west by the seashore”’ there 

Was an implied covenant on the grantor’s part that he would not hinder 

grantees’ enjoyment of the land having the seashore as a boundary, 

The defendants must be restrained from doing anything on the accreted 

which would prevent the land conveyed from being actually on the 
ore. In substance, therefore, the plaintiffs would prevail, and a 
tion in accord ance with the plaintiffs’ second prayer must be made. 

Romer, L.J., said the case turned upon the construction and effect of 
the conveyances. The land granted was described as ‘‘ bounded by the 
seashore ’’ and ‘situate on the seashore.’’ The term “seashore” on the 

construction of the deeds would mean that which belonged to the Crown. 

: word was well known to the Jaw, and as between the Crown aud as 
‘gainst landowners meant that which belonged to the Crown, and was 
often described as “‘ foreshore.” The grantor never had, in his lordship's 

lon, any land or rights in land to the west of the land conveyed atter 
date of the grauts, and as between the grantor and the grantees the 
foreshore at the date of the deeds was fixed as the western boundary, and 
land in dispute must be regarded as an accretion and as belonging to 
grantees, and in his opinion the appeal should be dismissed with 

Costs. His lordship's brethren thought there should be an alteration in 

the form of the judgment drawn up, which, of course, would be done, but 

in his opinion, as the appellants had in substance failed, this shoyld make 
po difference as to costs, 


Srirtine, L.J., agreed as to the meaning of the word “seashore” in the 
conveyances in question. Regard being had to the evidence rejected by 
Swinfen Eady, J., but admitted by the Court of Appeal, there was in fact 
between the western boundary of the land conveyed, as shewn on the 
plans in the conveyances, and the seashore, as there defined, a considerable 
strip of land. If the boundary had been a road or inland river this strip 
if vested in the grantee would have passed by the conveyance notwith- 
standing the measurement ; but there was no authority for making that 
rule applicable to Jand bounded by a tidal river or the seashore. How- 
ever, as between the grantor and the grantees the grantor was estopped 
from using the strip for any purpose which would prevent the grantees 
from having as free and effectual access thereto as if it had actually been 
seashore vested in the Crown. The relief —— to the plaintiffs would be 
that they should have free and unrestricted access to the sea from every 
part of their frontages over every part of the accretion in question.— 
Counsex, Levett, K.C., and 0. Leigh Clare; Neville, K.C., Eve, K.C., and 
Courthope Welson. Soxricrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, §& Co., for Weld & Thomson, 
Liverpool ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for Payne, Frodsham, §& Bewley, Liverpool. 

[Reported by Hexry Srernen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ANDREW'S TRUSTS. CARTER v. ANDREW. Kekewich, J. 
March; 7th April; 16th May. 
Trustre—Resvitinc Trust—Fonp Ratsep By SunscripTion vor Epvucat:on 
ov Cur~preN—CuHILDREN ArraIn Futt Ace—Uwnappiiep Surpius—No 
Resvttine Taust ror Sunscrrsers—Funp Divivep Amone CHILDREN. 


This was an adjourned summons, and the question for decision was 
whether there was a resulting trust in favour of the subscribers to a fund 
which was raised for the educaticn of certain children, or whether the fund 
should be divided among the children, and if so in what proportions. The 
late Right Rev. Joseph Barclay, D.D., Bishop of Jerusalem, died in 
October, 1881. By his will he devised his [rish estates to his eldest son as 
tenant for life, and he gave all the rest of his real and personal estate in 
trust for his wife for life, and after her death for all his children other than 
the eldest son, with power to the trustees to apply the share of any child 
for his or her maintenance and education. ‘There were seven children 
including the eldest son. Shortly before the bishop’s death a fund of 
£200 was raised by subscription for the purpose of purchasing a 
seal for the bishop. After the death of the bishop a fund amounting to 
£700 was raised by some of his frieuds for the maintenance and education 
of the children of the bishop, and with the consent of the subscribers the 
fund of £200 raised for the purchase of a seal was added to the larger fund. 
The only evidence of the precise objects for which that fund was raised 
was to be found in a letter of Canon Barrington, written in August, 1889. 
According to that letter Canon Barrington himself collected the moneys 
subscribed, and he stated that it was collected ‘‘ for or towards the education 
of Bishop Barclay’s children, that it was by no means intended for the 
exclusive use of any one of them in particular nor for equal division among 
them, but as deemed n to defray the expenses of all, and that 
solely in the matter of education.”” How much money was expended on 
these objects is not known, bat there was at the present time a sum 
invested in seven shares of the London and County Banking Co. and also 
the accumulated dividends on these shares. The court was asked by the 
summons to determine how these shares and dividends ought to be dealt 
with, all the children being alive and of full age. The education and 
maiatenance of the children were partly paid for out of their father's 
estate. For the children it was contended tha asthe fund was raised for their 
benefit and to relieve their own small fortune of the expense of education 
they ought to be recouped from this fund the amount expended out of 
their own property (Re Abbott's Trusts, 1900, 2 Ch. 326), and that there was 
no resulting trust in favour of the subscribers. On behalf of the subscribers 
it was argued, at the request of his lordship, that the fuod having been 
raised with a trust for a specific purpose, and that trust having now failed, the 
whole of the money not having been applied for that purpose, there was a 
resulting trust in favour of the subscribers: Re Sanderson's Trus’s (3 K.& J. 
497). One of the children being a bankrupt, it was argued on behalf of the 
trustee that the fund should be divided equally between the children. 

Kexewicu, J.—The summons is framed on the footing that the childrea 
are entitled to be recouped out of this fund the moneys spent on their 
maintenance and education out of what came to them under their father’s 
will. They were entitled to some fortune under their father’s will which 
was in part applied to their maintenance and education. If the proposed 
plan were adopted, each child would take, not an equal share of the tund, 
but such a share as would represent the amount expended on his or her 
education out of their father's estate. The children are all content that 
this should be done. If they are masters of the fund, it can, of 
course, be done by agreement, but the court is asked to decide 
whether that is right or not, and it is necessary that the point 
should be decided. The proposed mode of division is supported 
by reference to the judgment of Wood, V.C ,in Re Sanderson's Trusts 
(3 K. & J. 497). There the property had been given by will ‘‘to pay and 
apply the whole or any part of the rents, issues, and profits for and 
towards the maintenance, attendance, and comfort’ of John Sanderson, 
an imbecile ; and as a matter of fact all that was necessary for his main- 
tenance, attendance, and comfort was supplied out of the income of the 
trust property, so that no such question arose as is here suggested. But 
in the course of the argument the Vice-Chancellor inquired whether John 
Sanderson had been maintained in any way out of his own property, and 
in his judgment he thus states his reason for his inquiry: ‘‘ I think he 
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had a clear sight to have this fund applied for all purposes requisite for 
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his maintenance, attendance, and comfort. If, therefore, he had been 
left to his own funds for his maintenance, attendance, and comfort, I 
apprehend there would have been a clear right on the part of his personal 
representatives to have that fund recouped. Part of the personal estate 
of the intestate whom they represent having been applied for his mainten- 
ance, attendance, and comfort, when another fund ought properly to have 
been applied for that purpose they would have had a right to say, Recoup 
the fund that has been so improperly applied out of the fund which was 
given for that specific purpose.’’ I should certainly be disposed to follow 
without hesitation the dictum of the Vice-Chancellor if I saw my way to 
apply it, but I do not see my way, because the equity which is thus asserted 
could only arise as against a stranger, and unless I first decided that, 
apart from such equity the fund belonged to other persons, there would 
bz no ground for it. Can the fund be said to belong to other persons? If 
there are any such they must be the original subscribers to the fund and 
their legal personal representatives. I do not think there is a resulting 
trust in their favour. I have been referred by counsel for the applicant to 
Re Abbott Fund Trusts (1900, 2 Ch. 326), but that case is absolutely different 
from the case now before the court. There a fund had been raised for the 
maintenance and support of two distressed ladies, and on the death of the 
survivor there was still money in the hands of the trustees. Stirling, J., 
held that there was a resulting trust of this balance for the subscribers. 
He did not think that the ladies ever became absolute owners of the fund, 
and probably no one reading that case is likely to differ from that conclu- 
sion. Here I am dealing with different facts, including the fact that the 
children are still alive. Ido not think myself that I am much guided, 
and certainly not in the slightest degree bound, by that decision. It seems 
to me that the guiding principle is to be found in several authorities 
examined by Wood, V.C., in Re Sanderson’s Trusts; one passage from his 
judgment at p. 503 may be usefully cited: ‘‘There are two classes of 
cases between which the general distinction is sufficiently clear although 
the precise line of demarcation is occasionally difficult to ascertain. If 4 
gross sum be given, or if the whole income of the property be given and a 
special purpose be assigned for that gift, the court always regards the gift 
as absolute and the purpose merely as the motive of the gift, and therefore 
holds that the gift takes effect as to the whole sum or the whole income, as the 
case may be.”’ Here the only specified object was the education of the 
children ; but I deem myself entitled to construe education in the broadest 
possible sense, and not to consider the purpose exhausted because the 
children have attained such ages that education in the vulgar sense is no 
longer necessary. Even if it be construed in the narrower sense, it is, 
in the la e of Wood, V.C., merely the motive of the gift, and the 
intention must be taken to have been to provide for the children in the 
manner (they all being then infants) most useful, Therefore I am prepared 
to hold that the shares and accumulated dividends belong to the children, 
and the only remaining question is as to the proportions in which they 
take. The letter states that the fund was not subscribed for equal division, 


but was intended to defray the expenses of all as deemed necessary, and 


apparently the trustees of the fund exercised their discretion. But there 
is no longer room for discretion, and I think the only safe course is to hold 
that all the children are entitled to what remains in equal shares, the 
trustee in bankruptcy taking the share of the son that is bankrupt. I have 
decided that there is no resulting trust for the subscribers of the moneys 
not hitherto applied for the benetit of the children after hearing an 
argument on behalf of a representative of the original subscribers, although 
it was doubtful at the time whether he was one of the original subscribers 
or not.—CowunseL, BE. W. Martelli ; A. J. Svencer ; Howland Jackson ; M. D 
Warmington ; L. R. Ryland. Soxuscrrors, Gush, Phillips, Walters, & Williams ; 
H. Lovihond ; Minet, Harvie, § Co. ; Stephens, Harwood, § Co. ; Cameron, 
Kemm, § Co. 
[Reported by R. Frayxuix Struppinc, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


VILLAR ». GILBEY. Swinfen Eady, J. 26th and 30th May. 


Wu1—Constrrvuction—Devisz to Sons ‘‘ Born ry THE Testator’s Lirr- 
time”’—Drvestinc Cravse—CHILpREN ‘‘ EN VENTRE SA MERE ’’—Con- 
VEYANCERS’ PRACTICE. 

Action. The testator, George William Rush, by his will, dated the 
22nd of June, 1854, gave and devised certain hereditaments to his brother, 
Alfred Rush, for his life, remainder to his brother’s eldest son, Alfred 
George A. Rush, for life, with divers remainders in tail, remainder to his 
brother’s second son, George Acland G. Rush, for life, with remainders in 
tail. And in default of such issue he gave and devised the same heredita- 
ments unto the third, fourth, and every other son and sons of the body 
of his said brother, Alfred Rush, severally, successively, and in 
remainder one after the other according to priority of birth, and to 
the heirs of the body and bodies of such son and sons lawfully issu- 
ing. And the testator declared that any third or other son or 
sons of his said brother born in the testator’s lifetime should not 
take a larger interest in the said estates than for life only, with remainder 
to his issue in tail. The testator died on the 18th of September, 1854, and 
a third son, William Beaumaurice Rush, was born to his brother on the 
9th of October, 1854. The testator’s brother, Alfred Rush, died, and his 
second and third sons both died also without having had issue. William 
Beaumaurice Rush became insolvent, and an action was brouglit by a 
person who claimed under a disentailing deed executed by his trustee in 
bankruptcy for a declaration that his interest under the will was an estate 
tail and not merely one for life. The defendant to the action was the 
purchaser of the interest of the fourth son of testator’s brother under the 
will, The question was whether William Beaumaurice Rush took an 
estate tail or only an estate for life under the will. Cur. adv. vult. 

May 30.—Swixren Eapy, J., delivered the following written judgment : 

After stating the facts set out above it continued :] William Beaumaurice 

ush is still living, and the question is—Did he take under the will in 
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the events which happened an estate tail or only a life estate? Although 
not actually born until three weeks after the testator's death, is he to be 
deemed to have been ‘‘ born in the lifetime of the testator ’’ within the meap. 
ing of the will? Oonstruing the will according to the primary or natural 
meaning of the words used, it is clear that William B. Rush was not born ip 
the testator’s lifetime, but twenty-one days after his death. No doubt ithas 
been held that for the purpose of taking under or fulfilling the condition 
of a gift, a child en ventre sa mére will come within such words as child of 
issue “‘ living ’’ or ‘‘ born’’ at a certain time (Trower v. Butts, 1 8S. & St, 
181; Re Burrows, Cleghorne v. Burrows, 39 Soxicrrors’ Journat 656, 43 
W. R. 683 ; 1895, 2 Ch. 497); but considerations of this kind do not arige 
in the present case, where the only result of holding that the child was 
born at the testator’s death would be to reduce his interest from an estate 
tail to alife estate. Again, in considering the law as to remoteness, and 
deciding a question of perpetuity, a child en ventre 84 mére at the testator's 
death, and subsequently ‘‘ born,’’ is considered as a ‘‘ life in being ”’ at the 
testator’s death: Long v. Blackall (7 Term Rep. 100), Re Wilmer, Moore y, 
Wingfield (47 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 336 and 602, 51 W. R. 395 and 609. 
1903, 2 Ch. 411). But no such question arises here. If the language of 
the will had referred to any third or subsequent eon ‘‘ born in the testator’ 
lifetime or in due time after his decease,’’ William B. Rush would clearly 
have taken only an estate for life, with remainders in tail, and such 
remainders would have been perfectly valid, and would not have infringed 
the rule of law as to remoteness. I have only to consider what 
the testator meant. Did he mean actually born in his lifetime, o 
did he mean born in his lifetime or in due time after his death? In 
my opinion he meant exactly what he said, and there is no rule of 
law compelling me to hold that by the phrase ‘‘ born in his lifetime” 
he included a child not born in his lifetime, but three weeks after his death, 
The practice of conveyancers has not been uniform with regard to the pro- 
visions of the clause in wills reducing to life tenancies the estates tail of 
persons born in the testator's lifetime, made tenants in tail by the will, 
In Davidson’s Precedents (3rd ed.), vol. 4 (Wills), p. 391, there is a 
proviso that no person en ventre sa mére at the testator’s decrase shall be 
considered as born in the testator’s lifetime, with reference to the operation 
of the clause reducing an estate tail toa tenancy for life; but a note 
appears on p. 392, that the proviso is probably superfluous. In other 
books of precedents the proviso does not find any place. In any case, it 
is not, in my opinion, necessary. The true construction of the clause in 
question is to confer an estate tail on all persons born after the testator’s 
decease, by the will made tenants in tail ; and this estate is not reduced to 
a life estate merely because, although born after the testator’s death, 
are nevertheless born within the period of gestation. There wi 
be a declaration as asked by the statement of claim.—CounseL, Eve, K.C, 
aud R. J. Purker; Micklem, K.C., and Wace. Soxicrroxs, Reed § Reed, for 
Reed § Co., Taunton; Barleys, Shaw, § Gillett. 

[Reported by A. R. Tayzour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re CREED. THOMAS a. HUDSON. Swinfen Eady, J. 
30th May. 


Witt—GeneraAL Power or AppointmentT—APpporinteD Funp —Estate Dury 
—ReEsIDUE. 

Summons. This was a summons taken out by the trustees of the will of 
William Creed under the following circumstances: The testator gave his 
estate to his wife for life and after her death as she should by will appoint, 
and in default of appointment to be equally divided among his nephews 
and nieces, seven in number. The testator's widow by her will appointed 
£200 of her husband’s estate as a legacy, but directed that the trustees of 
her husband’s will should hold the residue upon the trusts declared in the 
said will in default of appointment. She further appointed the persons 
who were then trustees of her husband’s will to be the executors 
of her own, and gave legacies to an amount greater than 
the whole of her own estate. H. A. Hudson, one of the nephews of 
the testator, who was entitled in default of appointment to one-seventh 
of his residuary estate, died in the lifetime of the widow before the date of 
her will. The share appointed to him therefore lapsed. The first 
question asked by the summons was whether the one-seventh share t 
which H. A. Hudson would have been entitled by virtue of the 
appointment if he had survived the widow went under the trusts de 
in default of appointment, namely, among all seven nephews and _nieces iu 
equal shares, or as part of the widow's residuary estate. On this point 

Swrnren Eapy, J., decided as follows: This is a clear case in which the 
testatrix has appointed the fund in question, and has clearly not tried of 
intended to make itherown. ‘The persons whom she has appointed to be the 
executors of her will are, it is true, the present surviving trustees of the will 
of her husband, and on this it has been sought to shew an intention that any 
unappointed part of the fund shall belong to her estate. But she directs 
and appoints that the trustees of her husband's will for the time being shall 
hold the fund upon the trusts of her husband's will. There is no blending 
of the funds or attempt to deal with the funds as part of her estate. The 
share which has lapsed must devolve as in default of appointment and the 
legacies given by the will of the testatrix must. be paid out of her owl 
estate. 

The other question of importance raised by the summons was whether 
the estate duty payable was to come out of the appointed fund, or at any 
rate out of the share which had lapsed or out of the residuary estate of 
the widow. For the legatees under the widow’s will it was argued 
an appointment, even where it failed, was enough to make the appointed 
fund assets for the payment of the widow's debts, and that, if that 
were 80, it passed to the executors and became liable to application in pay- 
ment of estate duty asif it had been residue : Holmes v. Coghill (7 Ves. 4%), 
Re Peaonck's Sttlement (50 W. R. 473; 1902, 1 Oh. 552), For the 
beneficiaries under the husband’s will it was urged that such an appoint 
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ment did not take the fund away from the husband's estate for all pur- 

, but only as equitable assets for debts of the appointor. Equity 
will not execute a power. ‘The principle was that laid down in Re Fearn- 
sides, Baines v. Chadwick (51 W. R. 186; 1903, 1 Ch. 250), explaining the 
Finance Act, 1894, s. 8, sub-section 3. After considering his judgment 
on this point, 

Swivren-Eapy, J., said: I have considered this case in order to see 
ifI could distinguish it from my case of Re Fearnsides, which I find I 
am unable todo. The fact that the appointment of one share has lapsed 
makes no difference. When once the app»inted fund has become assets 
for debts the duties come out of residue. The estate duty upon the whole 
fund appointed, including the Japsed share, must be paid out of the 
widow’s residuary estate.—CounseL, C. Bathurst ; G. F. Hart ; Stiebel ; 
Harman. Soxtcrrors, Wood, Bigg, § Nash, for Winterbotham § S ns, 
Stroud; Worthington, Evans, Dauney, & Co., for Jones, Paterson, § Co., 


Liverpool. 
[Beporied by C. H, Carpen Noap, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court of Justice.—Kiny’s Bench Division. 
DAVIS v. PETRIE. Div. Court. 7th and 8th June. 


Bankruptcy—Deep or AsstIGNMENT IN Favour or One CrepirorR—Monery 
Paw to Truster Wern Novice or Txar Act or Banxkruprcy—Bank- 
nuptcy Procerprnes Taken ny Creprrors Wirsin THE Next THREE 
Monrns—AssIGNMENT TrvusTEE Ansconps Wirn THE Monry He Co.iectrep 
—Ricat or tHe Trustee rN Bankruptcy To Get IN THE Dents—THE 
Lianmuity or Dezror ro Pay Twicke—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c, 52), ss. 43, 49 (2). i 
This was an appeal from his Honour Judge Stonor, sitting at Brompton 

County Court, which raised the question whether, under a deed of assign- 

ment for the benefit of a creditor which subsequently became void by 

reason of the bankruptcy of the debtor within three months, a book debtor 
who had paid the assignment trustee with full knowledge of the act of 
bankruptcy was liable to pay the amount of his debt over again to the trustee 
inbankruptcy, the assignment trustee having absconded with the greater part 
of the funds collected by him under the deed. The argument turned largely 
on whether the trustee in bankruptcy had so ratified or adopted the actsof the 
assignment trustee as to make the payments to the latter payments to him- 
relf as having been paid to him as agent for the trustee in the bankruptcy. 

The debtor William Watson executed a deed of assignment in favour of 

one Charles Afford on the 5th of June, 1903. None of his other creditors 

were parties to that deed. One of the creditors, on the act of bank- 
ruptcy, filed a petition and the debtor was adjudicated a bankrupt on the 

%th of September, 1903. The official receiver called upon Afford, who 

was acting as trustee under the deed, to render an account of his dealings 

with the bankrupt and claimed any money in his hands, but without 
prejudice to the right of the trustee in the bankruptcy whenever ae 
to treat him as a trespasser. No account was ever furnished to the 
official receiver, but a cheque for £100, which came out of an account 
kept by Afford’s wife, was sent to the official receiver, who accepted it on 
account and entered it in the estate book as received without _ to 
the rights of the trustee in bankruptcy when appointed. e plaintiff 

Davis was subsequently appomted trustee, and he also, without any know- 

ledge of Afford’s fraud, applied to Afford in the same way for an account 

of his dealings with the bankrupt and claimed the payment of any moneys 
mhis hands. No account was rendered or money paid to the plaintiff by 

Afford. After Afford’s fraud was discovered the trustge sued the defendant, 

who pleaded that having paid Afford the amount of her debt her liability 

to the bankrupt in respect of it was discharged. The county court 
judge held that the defendant was not liable to pay twice and entered 
judgment for her with costs. The trustee appealed to the Divisional 

Court. On behalf of the trustee it was submitted that the defendant 

Petrie having paid Afford with full notice of the act of bankruptcy could 

not claim the protection afforded by section 49 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act, 

1883, and that as the trustee's title related back by section 43 of that Act 

to the date of the act of bankruptcy, she was bound to pay the amount of 

her debt to the trustee in bankrupty, unless she could shew that there had 
been such an adoption or ratification by the trustee in bankruptcy of 
the acts of Afford as to make Afford agent for the plaintiff. ‘I'he plaintiff 
contended that the official receiver by reserving the trustee’s rights as 
above stated, was only doing his duty m receiving any money sent to him in 
the matter and that the mere receipt of such moneys without knowledge of 
the fraud of the assignment trustee and the asking for accounts was not 
sufficient to prejudice the trustee’s rights to sue for the debt when 
appointed. Further, that he was clearly entitled to treat what was done 
by Afford as the acts of a trespasser if he elected to do so, and to call upon 
him for an accoount : Ez parte Vaughan (14 Q. B. D. 24). That was all the 
trustee had done; he received no money and did no other act 
that could be suggested as evidence of ratification. In reply to 

& question from the bench as to whether section 49 of the Act of 1883 

Teterred only to dealings with the bankrupt, and did not go 

to dealings with his trustee under such circumstances 

foregoing, counsel cited Ex parte Snowball, Re Douglas (7 Ch. App. 534). 

For the defendant it was urged that the Act of 1883 was never intended 

to work such injustice as to make a person who had paid under a deed 

which was perfectly good at the time pay a second tims owing to the 
defalcations of the trustee, and also that there had in fact been ratification 
by both the official receiver and the trustee by asking for the account of 
the money received and demanding payment of it. 

Tue Covrr (Lord ALVERstone, aa. and Kennepy and Riptey, JJ.) 
held that under sections 43 and 49 of the Act of 1883 there was no answer 
to the plaintiff's claim unless the defendant cauld shew adoption or ratifi- 








as tne) 


cation of the assignment trustee's acts by the trustee in bankruptcy, and 
that in their opinion there was no evidence of any such ratification. Tne 
trustee was entitled to ask for an account, as until he got it he could not 
decide whether he would elect to treat with the assignment trustee or not. 
They therefore reversed the decision of the county court judge and allowed 
the appeal by the trustee with costs. An application for leave to appeal 
was re’ . 

On the 9th of June the defendant moved for leave to appeal in the Court 
of Appeal and gave notice of the application to the plaintiff. After 


argument 
Tue Covrr (Cottts, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy, L.J.) ted the appli- 
cation on the terms that the costs were to be taxed and paid to the plaintiff’s 


solicitors on their personal undertaking —-CovnseL, 8. R, Earle ; F. Melior 
and Giveen. Sortcrrors, Braby § Ma:donald ; Gerald § Arthur Marshall. 
[Reported by Erskine Retp, Esy., Barrister-at-Law. } 


MUSGROVE v. KENNISON. Div, Court, 8th June. 


J 
Moror-cars—Rorat Parxs—Vatipity or Reevurations as To Sperp 
Mave spy Commissioners or Works, 


This was an appeal from a decision of a Metropolitan police magistrate 
(Mr. Marsham) sitting at Bow-street. The appellant had been at the 
instance of the respondent, a police constable, convicted and fined 40s. 
and costs for driving a motor-ear in the Green Park at a sp-ed 
exceeding ten miles an hour, contrary to a regulation made by the 
Commissioners of Works limiting the speed of motor-cars to withia 
that rate of motion in the Royal Parks. The question raised by 
the case stated was whether the commirsion-rs had power to 
make a regulation which mad; it an offence to drive above ten miles an 
hour, although under the Motor-car Act, 1903 (3 Ed. 7, c. 36), twenty 
miles an hour was the maximum rate fixed. The following facts appeared 
from the case: A notice was posted at the gates of the park that no motor- 
car was allowed to proceed at a greater pace than ten miles an hour. It 
was proved that neither this notice nor any copy thereof had been laid 
before the Houses of Parliament, or either of them; but rules for the 
Green Park (in connection with the regulations prescribed by the Parks 
Regulation Act, 1872), known as the Statutory Rules and Orders, 1904, No. 
979, and dated the 28th of April, 1904, had been laid on the table of both 
Houses of Parliament in pursuance of section 9 of the said Act. The 
notice above referred to contained a copy of the regula*ions made by the 
Commissioners of Works on the 28th of April, 1904, under the 4th 
statutory rule, which contained the following provision : ‘‘ Cars propelled 
or drawn by mechanical means shall only be admitted subject to such 
regulations as may from time to time be framed by the Commissioners of 
his Majesty’s Works and Public Buildings, and published by notice 
exhibited in the parks.’’ For the appellant it was contended that the 
regulations in this notice as to motor-cars were ultra vires and inva:id 
on various grounds. It was said, inter alia, that the rules or regulations 
by the Commissioners of Works were in this case invalid, as although 
published in the Gazette they had not been laid on the tables of the Houses 
of Parliament, and therefore were neither published nor sanctioned as 
required by the Act. Moreover, although the rules for the regulation of 
the traffic and general use of the parks by tne public was left in th- 
discretion of the commissioners, they had no power in framing those rales 
to make a rule which was at variance with or overrode a position referring 
to the same subject matter in a general statute. 

Tue Court (Lord Atveastone, C.J., and Kennepy and Rivvey, JJ.), 
without hearing the respondent’s counsel, held that it would be carrying 
technicality to an absurdity if they were to adopt the appellant’s contentiou. 
Under powers conferred in the statutory rules the commissioners were 
empowered to issue notices to drivers of motor-cars with regard to the 
limit of speed to be observed in the Royal Parks. Parliament had delegated 
matters of more general public importance to the commissioners to decide 
than the one in question. It was not shewa that the notice posted at the 
park gates was unreasonable or went beyond what might have been 
written out at large in the statutory rules themselves. Therefore the 
objection that rule 4 which empowered the commissioners to make 
the regulations for motor-cars was witrd vires for the reasons alleged by 
the appellant was one that could not be supported, and the conviction 
would accordingly be affirmed and the appeal allowed with costs.— 
Counset, Avory, K.C., and Moresby White; Sir Edward Carson, 8.G., 
and Bodkin. Soxtcrrous, Ferth § Co. ; The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








On the 8th inst. in the House of Lords, in committee on the Criminul 
Cases (Reservation of Points of Law) Bill, Lord Alverstone moved a new 
clause, to be insertd after clause 2 (Extension of powers of Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved), providing for the legal aid of a prisoner on the 
hearing of a cuse stated, the expenses of such legal aid to be allowed and 
paid in the same manner as the costs for th- prosecution. The clause was 

dto. Lord Alverstone also moved a new clause, to be inserted after 
clause 3 (Power to direct retrial at assizes of cases tried at quarter 
sessions), providing that the *‘ Rules of Court made under section 17 of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, may regulate generally the prac- 
tice an? procedure under this Act.” The amendment wasagreed to. The 
Lord Chancellor moved the insertion of two new clauses, the first relating 
to the taking of recognizances out of court where quarter sessions state a 
case, and the second specifying the date from which a sentence begins to 
run when affrmed by the Court for Crown Cases Reserved. The 
clauses were agreed to, aud the Bill was reported with amendments to the 


House, 
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Law Societies. 


Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
war held at the ler Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 14th inst., Mr. 
H. A. Peake (Sleaford) in the chair, the other directors present being 
Messrs. Alfred Davenport, Simuel Harris (Leicester), L. W. North 
Hickley, W. G. King, C. G. May, R. Pennington, J.P., R. 8. Taylor, 
Maurice A. Tweedie, Philip Witham, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum 
of £440 was distributed in grants of relief, seventy-seven new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 





Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Law Society’s Hall on 
Thureday, the 8th inst., Mr. Burt being in the chair. The other directors 
present were Mr. Daw, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Peacock, Mr. Vallance, Mr. , 
Waters, and Mr. Woodhouse. Mr. T. H. Gardiner was elected chairman 
of the board for the year. A sum of £840 was voted in grants for the year 
to widows and daughters of London solicitors. A new member was 
elected and other general business transacted. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Oswatp Henry Harpy, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Registrar of his Majesty’s Court of Probate in London, in place of the 
late Mr. Registrar Owen. Mr. Hardy was called to the bar in 1880, prac- 
tised on the Northern Circuit, and has been District Registrar of the High 
Court and Probate Court at Manchester since 1898. 


General. 


The Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, Amendment Bill was read a third time 
and passed in the House of Lords on the 8th inst. 

An English lawyer, says Harper's Weekly, was cross-examining the 
plaintiff in a tae 4 of Ba po “ Was the defendant’s air, when he 
promised to marry you, perfectly serious or one of jocularity?’’ he 
inquired. ‘If you please, sir,” was the reply, “‘it was all ruffled with 
*im a-runnin’ ‘is hands through it.’’ ‘You misapprehend my mean- 
ing,” said the lawyer. ‘‘ Was the promise made in utter sincerity ?”” 
“No, sir, an’ no place like it. It was made in the wash’ouse an’ me 
a-wringin’ the clothes,”’ replied the plaintiff. 

The council of University College, London, after consultation with the 
Senate of the University of London, have decided to institute a chair of 
Roman-Dutch law, and will shortly proceed to make an appointment 
thereto. The importance of the teaching of Roman-Dutch law in several 
of our Colonies fully justities this step, and it is to be hoped that the 
council in making this important de will receive the support not 
only of colonial students, but of all those interested in good relations 
between the Colonies and the mother country. 


A correspondent of the Evening Standard recalls the following incident in 
connection with the retirement of Mr. Gully: ‘In the year 1870 a south 
country firm of solicitors had occasion to employ as their agents in litiga- 
tion in the Liverpool Court of Passage probably the largest legal firm in 
the city named. In a letter from the latter to their southern clients I well 
remember the following passage : ‘ As to counsel, the two principally prac- 
tising in the Passage Court are Mr. Charles Russell and Mr. Gully ; but of 
the two we ourselves prefer Mr. Gully.’’’ Mr. Charles Russell became 
the famous Lord Russell of Killowen. 


In Kathmeyer v. Mchi (60 Atl. Rep. 40), says the Ameri-an Law Review, 
it was held that a pedestrian struck by an automobile is not guilty of con- 
tributory negligence because he was standing in the roadway, conversing 
with one who had there stopped his team to talk with him. The court 
said: We see nothing negligent in the plaintiff's action. Certainly he 
had no reason to suppose that, merely because he was standing in the 
roadway, he would be run down by the recklessness of the driver of the 
automobile. He was lawfully there, and any person using the highway 
was bound to take notice of him, and to use care not to injure him, and 
the plaintiff had a right to assume that this would be done. 


At Cambridge on Wednesday, the honorary degree of LL.D, was con- 
ferred on the Attorney-General, who was described by the Public Orator 
as strenuous alike in politics and in golf, ludi campestris Caledonici im 
certamine. Karly in life he had left bis father’s profession of medicine for 
a distinguished career at the English bar. At the bar and in the senate 
his aid had proved of the highest value in difficult and even desperate 
emergencies, and, elsewhere, he had lately done signal service to the cause 
of his country as one of the counsel in the Venezuelan Arbitration. The 
same degree was conferred on Professor Vinogradoff, who, the Pablic 
Orator said, had been born in Russia, had owed his early interest in the 
Laws of the Lombards to his studies in the University of Berlin, and had 
subsequently filled the chair of History at the University of Moscow. 
Twenty-three years had passed since his first visit to England, where he had 
thoroughly examined the early developmert of the English village com- 
munity, and, by his published work on that subject, had given an 





important impulse to the study of legal, economic, and agrarian history, 
Meanwhile, he had discovered in the British Museum the manuscript of 
‘** Bracton’s Notebook,’’ which had since been admirably edited by 
Professor Maitland. The lectures on Russian history, given by him in 
Cambridge a few years ago, had been inspired throughout by a love of 
truth, and had been studiously moderate in their tone. 


A correspondent of the Times, writing on county court legislation, points 
out that prior to the year 1872 there were 60 judges. In the year 1870 
they sat 8,085 days, in round numbers 135 days each. Since 1889 there 
have been 55 judges only. In the year 1903 the 55 judges sat 10,024 days, 
or 181 days each—an increase of more than one-third. By the reduction 
in the number of judges the Treasury have up to the year 1904 saved about 
a quarter of a million. In the year 1870 the total amount of court fees 
received by the county courts and paid in to the Treasury was £352,845, 
Assuming that the annual amount of fees had not increased at all between 
1872 and 1904, but had continued at the same rate, the total sum for those 
33 years would be £352 845 x 33 (years) = £11,643,885. But the total fees 
for those 33 years have increased to £14,278,453 ; deducting the £11,643,885 
therefore shews an increase of fees for the 33 years of £2,634,568—an aver- 
age increase per year of £79,835. The significance of this is, of course, 
the proportionate large increase in the work done. Out of this sum or 
£2,634,568 the registrars and high bailiffs have received in proportionate 
part payment for their services the sum of £556,847, while the judges have 
not received a penny. In the ten years from 1893 to 1903 the county 
courts have, in addition to their own work, tried 9,639 actions remitted 
from the High Court, and 1,445 interpleader actions. It must be remem. 
bered that in trying these remitted actions the county court judges have 
been doing the High Court judges’ work and relieving the High Court of 
those 9,639 actions. A few years ago the High Court judges received an 
augmentation of their salaries (already £5,000 a year) by an allowance of 
£7 10s. per day while on circuit. The county court judges have received 
no increase since 1865, forty years ago. It is surely time that the Treasury 
should take a just and broad-minded view of the situation, and, while 
extensive and cheap legal facilities are being afforded to the public, should 
ade quately pay the judges who do the work. 











Frixep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from tle 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures, 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. } 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


June 19,—Messrs. WeEATHERALL & Green, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold and Leaschold 
Properties :—South Kensington: Butcher’s Shop und Residence, let at £200 per 
annum.—St. John’s Wood: Leasehold Semi-detached Residences, let at £295 per 
annum.— Chislehurst : Leasehold Semi-detached Residences, with posseseiun, value £65 
per annum each.— East Grinstead, Sussex: Freehold Residential Estate, Kust Court, 
523 acres, mostly grass; possession of mansion and park; farms let.—Bucks: Little 
Farm, Colnbrook, 7} acres; 4 acres of Building Lana at Langley; Haraing’s Farm, 
Iver, 53 acres ; 10 acres of Building Land at Iver Heath; 13g acres of Buildiug Lad 
in lver Parish. (See advertisement, Jone 3, p. x.) 

June 2).—Mersrs. Desennam, Tewsox, Farmer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, at 2, in 
Three Lots:—Maida Vale: Net improved Ground-rents of £215 per annum, secured 
upon three blocks of Residential Flats, within a short distance of Edgware-road; 
e-timated rental £1,900 per annum, covermg a ground area of about 14,780 square 
feet. Solicitors, Messrs, W. H. Smith & Son, London,— Cricklewood, N.W.: Five Lorg 
Leasehold Dweliing-houses, c'use to the main Edgware-road ; gross reatal about £173 pr 
annum. Solicitors, Messrs, Stones, Morrix, & Stone, London,—41, Gloucester-gardene, 
Hyde Park: Town House, near to Paddington Station, the Central London Railway, 
and Kensington-gardens; let on lease at £150 per annum until Michaelmas next. 
Solicitors, Messrs. E. F. Turner & Sons, London.—Brentwood, Essex: A Freehold 
Residential Property, some 300 feet above sea leve), within a few minutes’ wa'k of the 
station; about 18a. lr. 20p. With possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Gribble, Oddie, 
Sioclair, & Johnson, London. (See advertisemente, June 38, p. iii.). 

June 20.— . Tuuncoop & Martin, at the Lion Hotel, High-street, Guildford, at 2.30, 
— of the Earl of Onslow’s Surrey Estates, in Thirty-six [ots :—Stoke-nex(-Guild- 

ord. Worplesden, Merrow Send. and Ripley: Freehold Pleasure Farms, large and 
small Agricultural Holdings, Building Sites, Accommodation Land, Cottages, Wood- 
land, Bnickfields, and Shooting and Fishing Rights io one of the most popular districts 
of the county, amidst good residential property. Solicitors, Messrs. Smallpeice & Co., 
Guildford. (See advertisem-nt, June 3, p. xii.) 

June 21.— Messrs, Beaver, Woop, & Co., at the Burnell Arms, High-street North, East 
Ham, at 7:—East Ham, Eesex (on the Burges Estate), Leasehold Propertics, com- 
prising 49 well-built Terrace Houses ; the properties are situated in a thickly-populated 
district, close to East Ham Station and the docks; occupied, producing a total annual 
income of about £1,466,—Chislehurst, Kent : Freehold Residence on Chislehurst-hill, 
close to railway station, common, and golf links. Bolicitors, Messrs. Van Semmer & 
Elers, and Metsrs, Braby and Macdonald, London. (See advertisemenis, this week, 


p. V.). 

June 22.—Mersrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Two +emi-detached Residences, 
Streatham hill; value £65 per annum each, olicitors, Mvssrs. Colyer & Colyer; 
Messrs, Bannimer, Wi'liams, & Ram; and W. A. Francis Covyer, Eeq., London, (See 
advertisements, this week, p v.} 

June 22 —Mersrs. Taortore, at the Mart, at 2:—40, Kensington-square, W.: A valuable 
Freehold Property, close to High-street Station and Kensington-gardens.—Solicitory, 
Mersrs. Crump, Sprott, & Co., London.—1, Beaufort-gardeys, 8.W.: A moderate-siz 
Freehold Town Bouse, close to Hyde Park. Solicitors, Messrs. Stoker & Hamel, 
Londoa,—45, Sloane-gardens, 8.W.: Town House, modern built. newly decorated, 
and ready for i diate pation, close to Sloane-square Station. Solicitor, 
Me«rs Blount, Lynch, & Petre, London.—95, Eaton-place, +.W., and stables: Town 
House, close to Beigrave-xquare. Solicitors, Mew-re, Blovnt, Lynch, & Petie, London. 
45, Belgrave-equare, 8.W., and Stables: A noble Town Mansion, eminently uitable for 
an Ainbassador, Minister, nobleman, or gentleman of position, Solicitors, Messrs. 
Birebain, London,.—23, Great Cumberland-place and Stables, W.: An attractive 
Hesidence. close to the Marble Arch, Hyde Park, and Park-lane. Solicitor, Messrs. 
Caprons, Hitchins, Brabant, & Hitchin», London. — 28, Charles-street, Berkeley-square, 
W.: A Double-fronted Corner Resid Solicitors, Messrs, Davidson & Morriss, 
London.--78, South Audley-street, facing Audley-square, aod within a minute or two 
of the Park.— Solicitors, Mesars. Evans, ‘oater, adham, London. (See advertise- 
ments, June 3, p. iy.) 
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June 23.—Messrs. Nortox, Trist, & Gitsert, at the Mart, at 2, in Two Lots : -City of 
London: A Freehold Ground-rent of £300 per annum, with reversion in 59 years, and 
another “~~ Ground-rent of £175 per annum, both secured on important modern 

ch-street, opp aasegwee. —City of London: Letting of 

Building Bite < of 1,100 square teet, in Fore-street, adjoining aud overlooking Cripple- 

gate Churchyard, ani having a frontage of 37 feet, a ar frontage of 32 feet, and in 
the rear 40 feet, overlooking the churchyard. (See advertisement, this week, p. v.) 

Messrs H«mprox & Sons will sell on July 4 an important Freehold Geound-rent of 

£1000 per annum, secured on the Prince of Wales’ Theatre, sues at Ooaalh and the 


kesidental Chambers known as Princes Chambers, &c., Snop P. 27 street, 
the reversicn to which falls in in 62 years. 


Result of Sale. 


Mersrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of Reversions, 
Lite Policies, and Sbares at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.U., on Thursday la-t, June 15, 
when the following Lots were Sold: Lot 1. Absolate Reversion to £565; Lot 4. Absolute 
Reversion to £850; Lot 5. Reversion to £1,964 Consols ; Lot 6. A similar Interest ; Lot 7. 
Absolute Reversion to £720; Lot 10. Policy of Assurance for £2,000; Lot 11. Policy of 
Assurance for £1.000; Lot 12 Policy of Assurance for £500; Lot 13. Policy of Assurance 
for £60. The total amoun: realized being £5,302 10s. 














Court Papers. 


‘Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reaistrars In ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercexcy <Appgat Court Mr. Justice 
OTA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. 


Mr. Theed Mr. Church 
W. Leach Greswell 
Godfrey Theed Church 
R. Leach W. Leach Greswell 
Carrington Theed Church 
Beal W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckiey. Joyor. Swinrey Eapy. WaArrInaTon. 


Mr. Pemberton Mr. ms Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach 
20 Jackson Farm Carrington Theed 
Beal Farmer 


a King Carrington 
ackson ‘armer 

Beal Greswell 
Carrington Church 


Mr. Justice 
FARWELL. 


Mr. R. Leach 


Date. 


19 Mr. Jackson 
++:20 Pemberton 


Pemberton King 
Jackson Farmer 








HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters in Cuampers ror Trinity Sirrines, 1905. 


A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Lord Dunboyne ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. 

G to N.—Mondays, W+dnesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 

0 to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdwys, Master Wilberforce. 


Practice Master. 


A Master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the following 
rota to dispose of all Questions of Practice, Ex parte Applications, and 
General Business. 

Monday, Master Wilberforce. 

Tuesday, Master Lord Dunboyne. 

Wednesday, Master Macdonell. 

Thursday, Master Chitty. 

Friday, Master Duy. 

Saturday, Master Archibald. 





. A 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, June 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHANCERY. 

Cato, ny § A Sor vinting up, presented June 6, directed to be heard June 21. 

on! aynes, Bloomsbury sj, solors for ters. Notice of appea: must 
teach the above-named not later re 6 o'clock in or otemnee of June 20 “ 

Gutp Esrates or Corompia, Lrurrep—Creiitora are required, on or before June 19, to 
seud their namvs and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Thomson, 65, L ndon Wall 

CompacNie DE Recugrcar et D’Expiorration pe Gisements ge pe 1900), 
Loursv—Creditors are required, on or before July 17, to send their names and ad 
and the particulars uf their debts or claims, to René Levesque, 59, Rue de Ulich Paris. 
t, Ironmonger In, solor for liquidator 

Miganiwcate & Co (GRimspy), Liwirrp—Creditors are required, on or before July 7, 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
2 M Forrester, Victoria chmbrs, Grimsby 

PL Ricnaxpson, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 9, to send their 
hames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Peter Levi Richard- 

— and F:ancis Martin see, Museum st, Warrington 

am Power Synpicarr, Limirep - Creditors are required, on or before July 21, to send 

hames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Henry Wall 

Wilkinson, 2, Queen Anne’s gate, Westminster. Braby & Macdonald, Arundel st, 
, solors for liquidator 

8ruoxps Loxpon Stoners, Linrreo—Petn for winding u presented June 2, directed to be 
heard June 21. Coote, Byron House, Fleet st, solor ganna petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 20 





Weert, Norr, & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, ey June 1, directed to be 


at the ‘Guildhall, Bristol, on June 23, at 12. Ames & Son, Frome, solors for 

petnere. Notice of _npeaing must reach the above-named not latec than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of June 22 

alter Tuornai, & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 7, to send 

r Dames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfrei Byer, 
M4, New Bond st 

London Gasette.—Tusgspay, June 13, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liurrep tx Cuanorry. 


AN Quick Seavicg Resraunants Co, Linrrev—Petn for windi up, presented 
. Girected to be heard June 21. Amery. Parkes & Powell, A gay solurs for 


petners. oe re re 
aamene oe Hy tg > & Li oe 

PETHORN MILLs MITED (IN avenge f are 

Ju y 22, to send their names and addcesses, and Py oy BFA 

to John William Davidson, Castle st, — 

ARABELLA, Liirep—Creditors are are required, on on or before sap 1, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Christopher Charles Willsoa, 
Finsbury pymut House. Tyler, Clement s inn, solor for liquidator 

Asuayt1 Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before es) 13. A send their names 
ani addresves, and the particulars of their debts or claims, B Wilson, 85, Grace- 
church st Edell & on, King st, Cheapside, solors for 

Barnes & Sons, Limtrep—Petn for windiog up pean Am June 8, directed to be heard at 
the Sessions House, Lincoln, June 27, ns, Fs. Field & Co, Lisooin’ 's ina —_ = for 
Williams & Son, Lincoln, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 26 

Bower & Co, Limrrep (1x Liguipation) —Creditors are required, on or before 5 leg to 
send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ru 
Trendell, 9}, Union ct, Old Broad st 

Hout Curmicau Works, Lurep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are pay ny on 
or before July 21, to send their names and addesses, and the particulars of their debts 
= a, & to Wilfrid Smailes, Ocean chmbrs, Lowgate, Hu.” Woodhouse, Hull, soias 

or liquidator 

Maycuester anv District Hips anp Sxin Co, Lumrsp—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 22, to Arthur Whittaker, 3, ork-street, Manchester. p ewdny & Co, Man- 
chester, solors "tor liquidator 

Warsoxs Boor Co, inwape (tx Votuxtasy Ligurpatiox)—Creditors are required. on 
before June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts > 
claims, to Edwin Playster Steeds, 20, Friar In, Leicester 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 26, 
Arcuer, Liovet, Gower st July 15 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 
ASHMALL, WILLIAM Henry, Birkdale June 30 W woe Smallehaw, Southport 


Barwxs, James, Brighton, Builder July 4 Stuckey & Co, Brigh 
BenTiey, Toone Most 8 Side, Manchester, Pianoforte "Tuner July 1 Lioyd & Davies, 
Manchester 


Booker, Isasen Karuerine, Cheltenham June 24 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
Bayz, Jony Brows, 8t Johu’s Wood June 30 Rawlins & Kawlins, Bournemouth 
eee JosEPH, Lyndhurst, Southampton, Wood Dealer Jaly 8 Gillson, Lynd- 
aret 
Brown, Marruew, Gosforth, Miller June 21 Thompson, Whitehaven 
Buttes, Pracy, Bickley Park, Kent July1 Cockram Bloomsbury 
Canna, Gronce, Nott.ngham June27 Mott, N 
Cirowes, W1LL1aM, Mount st, 
CockERILL, Joserna, Harwood Dale, 
CoLuiz, ARTHUR Lesuig, Ola Bona’ 4 ~) 
Coo’ ny Jul: . on ht & Co, YG 
KE, ‘[RoMAS, y vig 
Courtenay, Soria, Lewisham rd Wood & Co. 
Davis, Hexey Wareuer, Highbury que o suly 12 
Dry, James, Tregunter 1d, & Kensington June 24 
Groner, Henny, Smeeth, Kent, Smita June7 Hallett & Co, seees. Kent 
Granam, Mary ‘any, St Pembroke July1 Lioyd & Davies, Manchester 
Ha.iowss, Col Joux, Winchester July 15 Hallowes & Co, arpeny row 
Haves, Mary Ann, Battersea June 24 Yeilding & Co, vnoet sq, Wi 
Hesroy, ABRAHAM, Freetown, Sierra Leone June 27 Jones & Co, Uld Jewry 
HENNESSY, Jousx Epwarp, Walsall June 30 C & 8 Loxton, Walsall 
Hosnovse, Right Hon Mary Baroness, Bruton st July 4 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn 


tields 

Howss, Seen, Brompton sq June 30 Newton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Hupson, Cuag.es, Sunderiana, Coal Exporter July 15 Wilkinson & Marshall, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Jounsoy, Georgina, Addison rd. ‘_ = 7" July 31 Hallowes & Co, Bedford row 

Kerrey, Wiuiam, Derby June 23 & Marsden, 

Kuumerse, Rupotrs, Bury st, Re June #4 Freshficids, Old Jewry 

Leary, Earnest Grores, Larkhall So eee, Wood Broker June 2% Peacock & 
Goddard, South eq, Gray's 

Linpiey, Joseru, Alderley Edge, Chester, ee aay July7 Barlow, Manchester 

Lixpow, "Buiza, Monte Carlo June 39 Billinghurst 

— 4 Mpustinetvn, Tani Innk “— ia Barron & Darlington 

RTLAND ILLIAM, une 

MarTsews, WILLIAM ANTHONY, Surbiton, June 3 s & Blow, King ~ a 

Maw, Tuomas, Newcastle upon Tyne June 30 Dickinson & Seemaisapie 

Neat, Faanoss, Earl Shilton, Leicester June 24 Storey, Pad 

Nort, Groner Rosert, Upper Tootwg July 22 Godfrey & Co,  aanegag 

Oram, Ex1za, Bournbrook, nr Birmingham June 26 sShu:e & Swi i 

Oaaenop, Wit.iam, Blackburn, Grocer June 23 Blackburn 

Orton, Cuar.es, 8t Leonard’s on Sea July 18 Whites & Budge row 

Pacpen, Lovisa, Ramsgste June 24 

Pacer, Evizapers Sorata, Bath yl Bennett & Ironside, Leicester 

Parkinson, JOBN ALLEN, Preston duly 6 Ascroft, 

Puey, Santee Griusnaw, Calverley, York, Furniture Broker July 1 Gaunt & Co, 


Paupuor, Mary, Monkwearmouth, _ June 24 Stockdale, Sunderland 
Raopes, Herseat Tomas, Manstield, Nottingham, Coal Merchant July 1 Alderson & 


So, Shettield 
Runwioies, Saqvet, Strada a Braila, Roumania, Mechanical Engineer June 30 
Gates & Burnand, Brighton 
Suerneap, James Hexry, Ship-t.n on Stour, Worcester, Hotel Proprietor July 15 
8 a mag te b Nottingham July 24 Maples & MoCraith, Nottingham 
HREWSBURY, ILLIaM, Fiskerton, 
Situ, Rev rs ULementi, Holland Park avy July 6 Trollope & Winckworth, 
Abingdon estminster 
Gnen, es, Se East Haddon, Northampton, Wheelwright June 24 Darnell & Price, 
Goamst, Anas ioe Maddox st, Hanover sq July 8 Herbert, Cork at, Burlington 
Srevens, oom Alderley Ed Grocer July 1 (ans: & Davies, Manchester 
TEV ——~—" a Market ayton, po mera gy eed June 14 Garside, 
Market on 
Tavor, Epwanv Cavenpisn, Jermynst June 24 Woodard & Co, Fenchurch st 
Taytor, Samust, Ashton under Lyoe June 17 ay & tt Ashton under Lyne 


Taomas, Ans Locke, Cuckoo Grove, Pembroke June 5 & Son, Havertorawest 
Twoursox, Divan, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester J! Saly 2 Licyd & Davies, Man- 


Tvaner, Annie, Bassingbourn, Cambridge June 28 Banham, Ro 
ly eS a July 1 yyy ‘(Shetek 
ICKER ANE, A or rocer 
Waauen, Wit.ian, Bloxwich, Stafford, June Brana, Walsall 
Waxziacr, E:sanvoan, Upton Park, Kesex June 26 Dyson * Oo, @t et 
WaAuurr, Farperick Sanouam, Barn Glos June 24 Peacock & Goddard, south sj 





Waxwiker, Jonn Parraipes, Claremont Cricklewood June 30 Baullie & Co, George s., 
Mansion House 
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Warts, Jonw Baxer, Bethnal Green rd, Builder June 30 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 


W Joun Wiu11am, Harborne, Warwick June 28 Tarleton & Butlin, Bi f 
Wnamesn, — Redcliffe gdns, Kensington July 1 Keith & ameirien, 
Ch 


Witxinsox, Henry, Durham villas, Kensington July5 Greene & Underhill, Bedford row 
WiLi1aMs, Hues, Llandudno, Farmer June 24 Porter & Co, Conway 
Wraae, Ann, Nottingham July 25 Young, Nottingham : 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 30. 


Avpus, Tuomas, Tynemouth June 30 Cooper & Goodyer, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Baker, Evizapetu, Penryn, Cornwall July 3 Jenkins, Penryn : 

Baxer, Jouw Ricaarp, Penryn, Cornwall, Accountent July 3 Jenkins, Penryn _ 

Botton, Gzorce Rice, South Norwood June 2 Wells & Sons, South sq, Gray’s ion 

Boutroy, Groxce, Park rd, New Wandsworth July1 Yeildimg & Co, Vincent sq, West- 
minster 

Carver, James, Llandough, Glamorgan June 30 Howell, Cardiff 

Garam tied Gen Svamele Onasamh, CB, Ryder st, St James’ June 30 Renshaw & Co, 
Suffolk In 

Cortanp, Euiza Hester, Tunbridge Wells June 30 Billinghurst & Co, Buckle: sbury 

De Layxasporrr, Atice Ann Cano.ine Barrone, Christchurch, Hants July 7 Faner & 
Co, Li in’s inn fields , : 

Dory, James, Bristol July 15 Broad & Lewis, Bristol 

Gitt, CHarcorTe, York July 5 Shaftoe, York : 

Gray, Freperick, 7: Sussex June 30 Eggar, Brighton j 

Greznwoop, Davip, Queensbury, York, Warpdresser July 10 Farrar, Halifax 

Mansoyx, Maerua, Bradford June 24 Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 

Harsove, Mary Avy, River, Kent July7 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 

Hervey, Juuia, Manchester st July 6 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Huoues, Anwiz, Pendleton, nr Manchester July 8 Doyle, Manchester 

Hutse, Winuram, Grimaby July7 Barker, Gt Grimsby 

Jacxsox, Acres, Ulverston, Lancs June 16 Ashburner, Ulverston 

Jacxsox, Jonn, Witton Gilbert, Durham, Licensed Victualler July 1 Chapman & Son, 


Dur! 

Jay, Exizasetn, Derby July7 J & H F Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 

LayLanp, THomas, ston June 30 Young & sons, Mark In 

Lixwoop, Emma, Westbourne ter, Hyde Park June30 Burton & Co, Surrey st, Strand 

Marcereson, Isaac, Barlow June 30 W & A Glossop, Chesterfield __ 

Mrxor, Engst De.ivs, New Moston, nr Failsworth, Lancs July 23 Rideal, Manchester 

Morrtox, Joux, MB, Guildford June 26 Capron & Sparker, Guildford 

Penneratuer, Nicuoias, New Romney, Kent June 30 Ramsden & Co, Leadenhall st 

Paiipsox, Hittox, Lancaster gate June 30 Cooper & Goodyer, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Powe, Mary Any, Selly Oak, Worcester June 24 Thomas & Co, Birmingham 

Saneant, Exiza, Basford, Stoke upon Trent June 24 Sargant, Basford 

Rreeie, Sevina, Rodborough, Glos June 21 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 

Srevens, Frank Caartes O_proyp, Edgware rd, Draper June 30 Cook, Broad st bldgs 

Tyson, 5 Hanzzison, Ashton under Lyne June24 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under Lyne 

Ware, Wim, Clyst Hydon, Devon June 26 Jerman & Thomas, Exeter 

West, WIrrip, — rd, Bowes Park, Wood Green, Draughtsman July8 Fox, 
on mes 

Wri1amson, Isaperta Coartotte Mantua, Weston, Bath July1 Adam & Co, Bath 

Wriaat, Taomas Cooxg, Old sq, Barrister June 30 Wilson & Co, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Fripvay, June 2, 


Asnorort, Marcaret, Sale, Chester June 30 Preston & Son, Manchester 
ee Ses, Waterfoot, Lancaster June26 Knowles & Thompson, Waterfoot, nr 
Ma 


Bat.zy, Joun Bassatt, Reading June30 Martin & Martin, Reading 

Barnes, Jouy, A) ley Bridge, York, Quarry Owner June 2i Wilson, Leeds 
Bagracioucn, Wesey, Cléckheaton, York July7 Ciough & Crabtree. Cleckheaton 
a Hespeat, Birmingham, Mineral Water Manufacturer June 24 Hayes, 


Broapsent, JONATHAN, wae. York July1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Buown, Cauoine, Entield July4 Freshfields, Old Jewry 

Buiock, Jopn, Wolverbampton June 24 Stirk & Co, Wolverhampton 

Burierrigip, Wii11AM, Scarborough July 1 Eagleton & Sons, Chancery In 
CASSAVETTI, Urenre, Russell Aotse, —— July 17 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 
Cuapmax, Tuomas, Frindenhall, Norfolk, Farmer July 10 Candler, Southampton st, 


Strand 
Cox, James, Evesham, Worcester, Market Gardener July 4 Birch & Co, Evesham 
Craven, SARAH, Scarborough July 17 Weatherhead & Knowles, Bradford 

Crook, James, Bolton, Waste Dealer J uly 20 Horrocks, Radcliffe 

Daviess, Exocn, Middlesbrough June 30 Hardy, Middlesbrough 

E.us, James, Muscovy ct, Trinity sq, Corn Ledger Clerk June 7 Bannehr, Stansted, 


Eyston, Mary Janz, Hereford July1 Lambe & hens, Hereford 

Fatrsroruer, Henry, Altrincham J = 31 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

Fiower, Wickuam, Wonersh, Surrey July 31_ Flower & Flower, Norfolk st, Strand 
Gosriine, Exizasetx Mary, Mandeville pl, Manchester eq June 30 Murray & Co, 


Gooxper, Hagniort, Clarendon rd, Lewisham July 1 Woodbridge & Sons, Sergeants’ 
st 


inn, 
Gairritas, Toomas, Lampeter, Cardigan, Licensed Victualler July1 Watkins, Lampeter 
Bopyett, Witi1aM Parazice, Bournemouth July 15 Sharp & Symonds, Bournemouth 
Horxor, Cuagres, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich July 15 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
Howrt, Francis Hotpswortu, Norfolk cres, Hyde Park June 30 Burne & Wykes, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hype, Janz, Tintwistle, Chester June 30 Davis & Knowles, Glossop 
Jonzs, Joszpu. Gwynfe, Carmarthen June 24 Powell, Liandilo 
MircHE 1, Joun, Ecclesfield, Innk July1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Mircuge.y, Hannan, Ecclesfield July1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Moxseas, Aueustus Henry, Brighton — 1 Drake & Co, Rood In 
Nortiver, Epuunp Witu1am, Ipswich July 10 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 
Parrniver, Jouy, Lapford, Devon June30 J &8 P ‘.~ Exeter 
Putter, Gzorcr, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Merchant July 1 Lee & Dunn, Newcastle 


Pratt, Watter, Manchester, Mineral Water Manufacturer June 19 Vaudrey & Co, 
Manchester 


PricuarD, George, Almeley, Hereford June 24 Temple & Philpin, Kington 
Puovupiove, Jouy, Burnley, Agent June 30 Nowell & Co, Burnley 

‘Tonauz, Matitpa, Camdenrd July 17 Scott, New Broad st 

Turtie, Janz, Birkenhead Junel4 Lees, Birkenhead 

bain Yared Ricnarp, &t Mabyn, Cornwall July 8 Ellis, Wadebridge 

wae —- Joszrn, Carleton rd, Tufnell Park July 12 King & Co, Queen 
Watker, Jonn Witiiam, Halifax June17 Barstow & Midgley, Halifax 


Watker, Rev Thomas Anprew, Ilford, Essex July 15 Weir & Co, London wall 
WarerinG, Catuenine, Ban July1 Bennett, Banbury 
Youne, Many Axx, South Shi July 8 Moore & Armstrongs, South Shields 


London Gasette.—Turspay, June 6. 


Aston, Jouw Cuanres, Birmingham, Stationer July 24 Snow & Atkins, Birmingham 
Bacort, Jou, Kirkham, Lancaster, vlogger July7 Gaulter. Fleetwood 
—— c= ARxo_p, Ringwood, I o: »Merchant July17 Eldridge & Sons, Newport, 


Brizeizy, Leowarp baston, Warwick July8 Bradley & Cuthbertzon, Birmi 
Burver. Dagoay + Saag oem 5 Lees Oldham peamrrerree 
Cann, Evisanera, West Hampstead Bi uly 15 Bannister & Reynolds, Basinghall st 


Cot.ins, Joux, Newcastle upon Tyne, Confectioner July 10 Pybus & Sons, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 








CotwELt., Henry, Southsea, Wholesale Fruit Merchant July10 Allen, Portsmouth 

Cooper, Rosert, Sandy, Bedford, Market Gardener July22 Smith, Sandy 

Coren, Saran, Langton Matravers, Dorset July10 Randell, Swanage, Dorset 

Crisp, Emtty, Lowestoft July 1 Harmer & Ruddock, Gt Yarmouth 

Cross, Rev Joun Apam, Little Holbeck, Leeds July 15 Lumb, Leeds 

Dosson meter} Brices, Huddersfield, Drysaltzr July 15 George Dobson, Quarmby, 

udderstie 

Farrmaner, Jane. Trafalgarrd, Old Kentrd June 24 Jones, Spital sq 

Fretp, Harriet Janz, Keymer, Sussex Augil Upton, Fleet st 

FonNEREAU, WILLIAM NEALE, Ipswich Julyi8 Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

Fox, Micuatt, Kedcliffe gins July8 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Gaunt, CarHertne Exvizaseta, Fenton, Lincoln June 27 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Grauam, CHanLotrs Exizabets, Talbot rd, Bayswater July 3 Cxonin & Son, Southamp- 
ton st, La aeag ae A 

Grecory, Rosert, Drovisden, Lancaster July 4 Wilson, Ashton under Lyne 

Hauiasy, Monammep Yaseen, Manchester, Merchant June 27 Boote & Co, Manchester 

Hugues, Wir.ram, Leamington Spa, Warwick July 17 spreat, Ironwonger In 

JONES, od a Loxpa.e, Taliesin, Cardigan July 4 Franci® & Johnson, Gt Win- 

ester 

Keusgy, Harry Witiiam, Winchester, Grocer Ji . o~ Bowker & Sons, Winchester 

KinasmIL, Jane, Caple, nr Dover, Kent July 14 owll & Mowl!, Dover 

LansDgELt, EvizasetH Ann, Sutton June 16 mae 5p & Hyde, Ashton under Lyne 

Lewis, The Right Rev Ricnaxp, DD, Lord Bishop of L'andaff, Llandaff July 18 Hunt 
& Hunt, Cardiff 

Lomas, Saran, Swinton, Lancaster July 18 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 

Mi.ier, Jonn Epwarp, North Shields, Solicitor July 10 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Moran, Azuban Green, Birkenhead July8 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead 

Oapen, Tuomas, Oldham July 31 Leer, Oldham 

kicaarpson, Evganor, Seaham Harbour, Durham July 17 Wright & Co, Seaham 


Harbour 
Rossen, Mary, Bridgend July1 Jones & Son, Cardiff 
SEcKENDORF, SiEGMUND, Trinity sq, General Merchant July 4 Lavinia Seckendorf, 12, 


ty 
Tay.or, J) +, Leicester J ~ 8 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
TimpeRLakeE, Mary Ann, Watford July 12 Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 
WALKER, Evizaseta, Abbotts Bromley, Stafford July 14 Lewis, Uttoxeter 
Watson, Jaye Avice, Gosforth, Nurthumberland July 19 Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Wuire, Caarres, Southampton July8 Waller, Southampton 
bias A.rseD, Fisherton anger, New Sarum July 18 Green & Williams, 
ottingham 
Witimert, Kizasets, Brynmill, Swansea July1 Gustard & Waddington, Usk, Mon 
Woop, Cuag.zs, Tuobridge Wells July 8 Moore, Budge row 
Younc, Conrap, Loughton, Essex, Licensed Victualler Oct 15 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 9. 


a Roma, Cec1.14, Bishops Park rd, Fulham July 81 Saltwell & Co, Stone bldgs, 
incoln’s inn 
Api, Exizasetu, Aston juxta Birmingham July9 Redfern & Son, my 
Barb, Rev Samuet Bawrnreg, Pattiswick, Essex July1 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 
Sas, Ee A.FReD CampseELt, Piccadilly Aug 30 Hargreaves & Joblin, Stone bldgs, 
n’s inn 
Buort, Brnsamiy, Liverpool, Coal Merchant July 31 Blott, Stratford 
Bowman, Tuomas, Brondesbury July 15 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 
Box, Wi11114m, Brighton, Licensed Victualler July8 #itzhugh & Co, Brighton 
Burrows, James, Nottingham July 10 Acton & tharriott, Nottingham 
Casswe.l, Freperick Jony, Sidcup, Kent, Buteher July 25 Burton & Son, Blackfriarsrd 
CauLrritD, Henry Copgz, JP, Queen’s County, Ireland July 14 Wood & Vo, Raymond 
bldga, Gray’s inn 
CrapsaM, Jonn Goopman, Casterton, Victoria July 18 Sladen & Wing, Delahay st, 
Westminster 
CoxnEtt, Joux, Bushey Down, Tooting Common Sept 30 Murray & Co, Birchin In 
Coutstock, Grace, Brighton July 18 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
CrawrorD, Janz, All Stretton, Salop July1 Harrisons & Winnall, Welshpool 
Danie, ‘Tuomas, Whixley, Yorks, Farmer July 8 Gilling, Harrogate 
seas = ReainaLtp Taomas, Cutcombe, Dunster, Someiset July 13 Banting, 
n D 
DencurigLD, HANNAH Mary Ann, Bedford July 1 Stilgoes, Essex st, Strand 
Evert, Lyp1A, Southport July 10 Yates & Co, Southport 
nee eae, Oakleigh Park, Whetstone July 22 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq, 
oO 


psga' 

Goopiap, W11114M, Sheffield, File Grinder July 11 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Gorto, Erien Resscca, Barnet July 10 Poole, Barnet 
Hapianp, Samve., Lower Weedon, Northampton, Cattie Dealer July 7 Darnell & Price, 

Sg ay 
Hooke, Lucy, Lansdowne rd, Holland Park av July 1 Stilgoes, Essex st, Strand 
Hosktys, Emity, Exeter July18 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Hoskisson, Erisa Mary Titcuman, Green st July9 Meynell & Pemberton, Old Queen 

st, Storey’s gate, Westminster 
Jerrery, Kare, Oxford, Boarding House Keeper Aug1 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 
Jenktss, Sosan, Saltley, nr Birmingham July 21 Vallance & Vallance, Essex st, Strand 
Jones, Faratrz Gorpox Lioyp, Yeovil July 22 Murray & Co, Birchin In 
Kewyyoy, Witu1am, Halifax July 15 Long & Sons, Halifax 
Les, Wituiam, Birmingham Augi _ Goodrick-C:arke & Smith, Birmingham 
Sanne me Upper Clapton rd, Upper Clapton July4 Carthew & Wheeler, Verulam 

ge, Gray’s inn 

Littie, AnpREw, Harrogate July8 Gilling, Harrogate 
Mayo, Henry, Birmiogham, Furniture Dealer June 30 Sharpley, Birmingham 
Miuier, WILLIAM, Winlaton, Durham July 15 Brown, Blaydon on Tyne 
Mitis, Henry, Willoughby, Warwick, Innkeeper June 30 Wratislaw & Thompson, 


Rugby 

Mixts, James, Ansdell, Lytham July8 Lonsdale, St Anne’s on the Sea 

Morriss, Mary, Stock! Worcester July 10 Lord & Parker, Worcester 

Nunn, Epmunp Brook, Royston, Herts July19 Wortham & bo, Royston, Herts 

eae > “mon of Row anpson, Union st, Oxford st June 20 Lewin & Co, Southampton 
st, Stran 

Panrazipes, Demetaio, Colwyn Bay July 24 Sale & Co, Manchester 

Porter, James, Oxford, Job Master July 10 Challenor & Son, Oxford 

Rayment, Harry, Sideup, Kent July 25 Needham & Co, bury sq 

Rivers, Eric Grorcr Duncan, Adelaide rd, South Hampstead June 30 Grover & Co, 


King’s Bench walk, Temple 
Rosrxson, Lay nog Gondar gdns, West Hampstead July 7 Whitelock & Storr 


ry 
Sarcest, Evizasetu, Chelmsford June 23 Jackson & Brooke, Chelmsford 
Sora, Amy, Elsham rd, Kensington July 22 Murray & Co, Birebin In 
Srepuenson, THomas, Bishop Auckland, Farmer July1 Leng, Bishop Auckland 
Srrovp, Joun, Brodia rd, Stoke Newington, Housekeeper July 31 Cave & Co. Eastcheap 
Tompson, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne July 10 Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
ToxatTiaN. Marpinvus, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester July7 Slater & Co, Manchester 
a | bd penn Brisbane, nd, Australia July 17 Bowman & Hayward, 
row 

Warson, Louisa Ann, Heigham, Norwich July6 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 
Way.anp, James, Woodford, Essex par be Any g - Broadway, Stratfoid 
Wuirt, Samui, Halifax ty Le Long & Sons, Halifax 
Wuitte, Susannau, Andover, Southampton June 24 Talbot 
Worovucuan, Tuomas, Liverpool, Cooper July 9 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Wovurcer, Argtuug Fatcones, Edenbridge, Kent, Jobmaster June 27 Plunkett & 

Leader, 8t Paul’s churchyard 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, June 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Awvovs, Taomas Kennarp, Deptford, Kent, Hall mee 
Greenwich Pes Juned Urd June 5 

Aypenson, Henry, Stockton on Tees, Coal Dealer Stockton 
on Tees Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Arxinson, Jonn, Newtown, Burnley, Lancs, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Burnley FetJune7 UrdJune7 

Avustix, Jane, King’s rd, Chelsea, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet June 7 Ord June7 

Baszett, Lizzie, nr Se Fishmonger High Court Pet 
June5 Ord June 5 

Bastin, AaTHUR WILLI1aM, Cheltenham, Jciner Cheltenham 
Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Bayiey, Esic Witwtam, High st, Kensington High Court 
Pet "April? Od June 6 

BixeuaM, Joseru, Bramco.e, Notts, Farmer Nottingham 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Bramaty, Hewry, Pattiogham, nr hat mr pata Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet June 5 Ord J 

Brows, R Duncan, Doilis rd, Church End, I ¥inchley High 
Court Pet March 3 Ord June 6 

Caapwick, Groree Kanest, Wrexham, Coal Merchant 
Wrexham Pet Juae5 Ord Juned 

CockLE, KDwakpd Pepsxo, Northampton, Cabinet Maker 
Northampton PetJunes Ord Juneé 

Case, James CAMPBELL, Lltord, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet May4 Ord June 5 

Davies, Mancarer, Merthyr T)di), Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Dorser, Wittiam Epwarp, Manchester, Fish Dealer 
Mauchester Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Duss, Hagry Lea, Stockton on ‘lees, Barber Stockton on 
Tees Pet June3 Ora June 3 

Euuis, Evento, Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 5 

Exton, Beanarp, Cleyedon, Somerset, Ironfounder Bir- 
mingham Pet May 23 Ord June7 

Evays, Witi1Am, Liansamlet, Glam, Grocer’s Assistant 
Swansea Pet June6 Ora June 6 

Faost, W1LLIAM Tuomas, Maidstone, Florist Maidstone 
Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Gissun, JosEru, Witton, Birmingham, Engineer Birming- 
bam PetJune7 Ord June7 é 

Gairrirus, WittiAmM Henny, Aberavon, Glam, Grocer 
Aberavon PetJune6é Und June 6 

Guest, Wim, Dudley, Worcester, Painter Dudley 
Pet May 25 Ord June 6 

Hagitanp, Burton Henry, Dover, Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Haat, Joun Wit.1AM, Giays, Essex, Buuher Chelinsford 
Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Houmes, ALexanpeR, and ALexanper McCain, 
Darwen, Lanes, Electrical Engineers Blackburn Pet 
June 6 Ora June 6 

Hupsox, Kpwarp, Woodhouse, Leeds Leeds Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 

James, CHarLes Tuomas CLEMENT, Trafalgar bldgs, Char- 
ing Cross High Court Pet March 17. Ord Juue 2 

Jamizson, JOSEPH ALEXaNDeEs, Keighley, 7 Hair- 
dresser Bradford PetJune5 Ord Juned 

Joxzs, Kicharp, Bangor, Couumerciul ‘'raveller Bangor 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Jostra, Dansic, Cwm, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Clothier Tredegar 
Pet June7 Orda June 7 

Keypatt, Cuartes Witiiam, Kingston upon Hull, 
Licensed Victualler Kingston upon Hull Pet June 7 
urd June 7 

Laws, Ricnarp, West Auckland, Durham, 
Durham Pet Juane5 Ord June 5 

Law, Epwasp, Liford, Essex, Pianoforte Dealer Chelms- 
ford Pet May 1 Ord June5 

Leonagp, WiLLIaM James, Pet: ockstowe, Devon, Labourer 
Barnstaple PetJune6 Urd June 6 

Luoyp, Ropsert, Market Harborough, Leicester, Groom 
Leicester Pet June6 Oud June 6 

McDoxatp, Witiiam, Pembruke Dock, Pembroke, 
Restaurateur PembrokeDock PetJunes Ord June6 

Mevaurst, Caargies Freperick Hastinos, Derby Derby 
Pet May 26 Ord June 6 

Meex, Jutivs Lewis, Portobello rd, Nutting Hill, Baker 
High Court Pet May9 Oud Juae 7 

Mus, C main, Walsall, Gas Fitter Walsall Pet June3 
Ord June 3 

Move.ie, Joun James, Clifton, Bristol, Mortgage Broker 
Bristol Pet May 12 Ond Sune 7 7 

Monrcomery, Joun fuomas, Carnarvon, Licensed Refresh- 
ment house Keeper Bangor Pet June 5 Ord June 5 

Musrow, Wit11am Henry, Walsall, Malleable Ironfounder 
Waleall Pet Juneé Ord June 6 

Nicnoits, James Henry, Dariaston, Staffs, Beerhouee 
Keeper Walsall Pet June5 Ord Junes 

Nicuoiis, Ricaarp, Kingston upon Hull, Confectioner 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Juns7 Ord June 7 

Pavtant, Cuan £3, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Licensed 
Victualler Esmonton Pet May 18 O:d Jupe5 

Parker, Hervext Parti, Long Buckby, Northampton 
N orthumpton Pet April 28 Ora June 7 

Peacock, WiLLI1AM Epwargp, North Walsham, Norfolk, 
Uhemist Norwich Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Prakins, James Watt, Edgware St Albans Pet Aug 31 
Urd June 5 

Porres, Exnest THomas, All Hallows, Worcester, Printer 
Worcester Pet Juoe6 Ord June 6 

Rexnaupson, Samue. Jouy, Kingston upon Hull, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June5 Ord Juned 

Bacu, Lovis Lp Harwich, Grocer Colchester Pet 
Jane7 Ord June 7 

Surru, ANperw Tuomas, Liverpool Liverpsol Pet May 
15 Ord June5d 

Statey, Wituiam, Southsea, Pork Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet June7 Ord Jufie7 

Srronc, Cuantes Henny, Yate, Glos, Baker Bristol Pet 
June3 Ord June 7 

Svcarmaw, Samvuer. Bury, Lancs, Jeweller Bolton Pet 
May 20 Ord June 7 


Draper 


Paioter 





Taytor, Atrrep Epaar, er me Barge 

Builder Rochester Pet 2 Oa dens” 

Taycor, Yon ~ Hatton, a oag 5 Saddler Burton on 
Trent Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Tranter, Tuomas JAMEs, ewew. Mon, Butcher 

Pet June5 Ord J 

Waitt, ARTHUR Middlesbrough Middlesbrough Pet 
June7 Ord June7 
Amended notice substituted for that panties: in the 

London Gazette of June 

Tak Irswich Hirroprome Co, Ipswich, , of the 

I Hippodrome pswich Pet April 18 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anpersox, Henry, Stockton on Tees, Coal Dealer June 
21 at 3 Off Reo, 8, Albert 1d, Maddlesbroug h 

Austin, Janz, King’s rd, Chelsea, Boo yo June 20 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baveere,. = Lizziz, Tooting, Fishmonger June 19 at 11 


ruptcy. s, Carey st 

Bay ey, Eric Wrstin High st, Kensington June 20 at1 
Bankruptcy bldge, y st 

Brows, Joun Henry, Newark, Notts June 20 at 11 Off 
Rec, 4, Castle pl, ark st, No ottingham 

Baowy, R Duscay, Dollis rd, Church 7 Finchley June 
19 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 

Davip, Witt1aM Ropest, Bridgend, om, Grocer June 20 

17, 8t Mary st, Caraiff 

Davies, Davip, Hope Park, Hope, Salop, Farmer June 20 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 42, 8t Joho’s hill, Shrewsbury 

Dorper, WILLIAM Eowarp, Manchester, Fish Dealer June 
19 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Dunn, Harry Lea, Stockton on Tecs, Barber June 21 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Fresar, J Sy ae stanground, Hunts, Carter June 20 at 
12 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Gams_e, Henry, Wirksworth, Derby,Grocer June 17 at12 
Off Ree, 47, Fall st, Derby 

GrirFin, Jou Ropeur, Foatenesh, Brewer’s Agent 
June 20 at 11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Hatsey, Epwarp, Watford, Herts, Manufacturing Con- 
fectioner June 17 at 11.45 1, St Aldates, Oxfurd 

Hanaar, K11za, Ketteriog, dienes Grocer June 17 
atl2 Off Ree, Bridge st, Northampton 

Hopew8ktt, Frank Hanpsy, Hilderthorpe, Bridlington 
June lyat4 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Ingic, Ateo Gavan, Bruce grove, Tottenham, Electrical 
Engineer June 19 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Bridge 

Jonyson, Evizapera, and Evien Jounsoyx, Buxton, Ward- 
robe Dealers June 22at1l Off Rec, ‘County chmbrs, 
Market Piace, Stockport 

JOHNSTONE, Rosert, Nottingham, Draper June 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Nottiogham 

Jones, Davip "Huan, Eve:ton, Liverpool. Tailor June 19 
avlz Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Luioyp, Rusext, Market Ha:borough, Leicester, Groom 
June 19 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Merepitu, Davin, Lianfair ar y bryn, © ‘armarthen, Farmer 
June 17 at 1215 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Moutuiss, Grorce Henry, Kyde, I ‘of w, Coach builder 
July 3at1 Off Kec, 83a, Holyrood st, Newpors, lot W 

Nexps, Frank, Grangetown, Caruilff, Baker June vv at ll 

17, St Mary st, iff 

Puaits, LAWRENCE Hemstey, Nottingham, Lace Manu- 
facturer’s Agent June 2uvat 3 Oif Rec, 4, Castle pl, 
Park st, Nottingham 

Porrer, Kusesr ‘Tuomas, Wego, _ Printer June 21 at 
11.30 45, © h 

RatouiFré, Tuomas, B Bulton, Mineral Water Manufacturer’s 
Manager June 26at3 19, Exchange s', Bolton 

Reynoups, Tuomas (known as Tuomas Davio KEYNOLDS), 
Selhurst rd, south Norwood, Milliner aud Fancy Dealer 
June 19 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Rysse.1, Frepesick Henry, Chorton cum Hardy, Lancs 
June i9ats Of Rec, Byrom st, Mancnester 

Saerrin, Kowin, Martock, Sumerset, Butchee June 20 at 
2.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

ona ABRAHAM GKOKGE ALFRED Boucuer, birmingham, 

Hay Merchant June 20 at 11 191, Corporatiun st, 

Bumingham 

Sropim, WiLLIAM ALEXANDER, Upper Norwood, Lfbrarian 
June 21 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Tay.or, ALFRED Epaar, Sittingbourne, Barge Builder 
June 19 at 11.30 115, High street, Rochester 

Tuomas, Ruys, Caerau, Maesteg, Glam, doot Dealer June 
22.at2.30 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Tranter, THomas Tass, Rhywney, Mon, Butcher June 19 
at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tyatil 

WALTERS, GEORGE, Rancorn, Cheshire, on gggaae June 
19 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man 

Waite, Jack, Gt Grimsby, Butcher's fae June 20 at 
ll Off Kee, St Mary’s chmb's, Gt Gawsby 

Wixuiams, Hebiry ReGiInauD Mir a, Muesteg, Glam, 
‘Traveiling ~ peal Assistant June 22 at & 117, st 

st, 


y 30 





WIixu1aMs, Jou _ Menai Briijge, Anglesey, Book- 
keeper June 19at345 British Hotel, bangur 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Atpous, Tuomas we Hall Keeper Green- 
wich Pet June5 Ord June5 

AmprosE, Japxz, Cheshunt, Herts, Nurseryman Edmonton 
Pet May 30 Ord June 3 

Anpexsoy, Henry, Stockton on Tees,Coal Dealer Stockton 
on ‘Tees Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Atxkiyson, Jonny, Buroley, Lancs, Mineral Water Manufac- 
twurer Burniey Pet June7 Ord Juae7 

Bastin, Artuve Wituiam, Cheltenham, Joiner Cheltenham 
Pet Juneo Ord June 5 

Betcuer. Samury, Sheffield, Marrowfat Pea Grower 
sheffield Pet March 30 Ord June 6 

Bixeuan, Josxru, Bramoote, Notts, Farmer No‘tiogham 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Baamaut, Henry, Patiingham, nr Wolverbampton, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Cuavwick, Grorcr Exxest, Wrexham, Coal Mi. rchant 
Wrexham Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Cocke, Epwarp Pepro, Northam aa Cabiret Maker 
Northampton Pet Juneé Ord 





Comar, James es Y, Castle ct, Cornhill, Bookmaker 
Ord June 5 - - 
1D Snore Salop, Farmer New- 
D Mase ay it Mert rye tyaal nent Merthyr 
AVIES, ABET, 

Tydfil Pet June 7 Mond 
Daviss, whan Rees, Bilt Wells, Brecon, Grocer 

Newtowa Pet March 28 Ord June 6 
Davis, Evten Rhee Frome, Somerset, 

et May 18 Ord June 5 


ae Pasin, Bowe 
town 


Downy, Harry Lea, Stockton on Tees, Barber Stockton on 
Tees Pet June3 Ord June 8 

Ets, Evento, Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 

Evans, Wii.1am, Liansemlet, —y | Grocer’s Assistant 

> ne - Pet June 6 Ord June - n 

1rpPARD, Beysamix, Regent's ae. orth Finchley, 
‘Lobacconist Barnet Pet May 22 Ord June6 — 


Gaspner, Davip Borrritt, Copthall bidgs, nena 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord June 7 

—_ + James, Gt Barr, Warwick, Birmingham 

Gipson, Rava, W itton, Birmingham, Engineer  Bir- 
mingham Pet Sane’ Ord June7 

Gomrgrs, Emanvet, Upper st, » Mantle Dealer 
High Court Pet May 30 Ord June 5° 

Geirritas, WILLiaM ea Aberavon, Grocer Neath 
Pet June 6 June 

Hanoer, Exiza, Some Northampton, Grocer North- 
ampton Pet May 30 Ord June5 

Hagianp, Burton Henry, Dover, Victualler 
Canterb Pet June 6’ Ord Juneé 

Haart, Joum Wrntaax yi Essex, Butcher Chelmsford 
Pet June5 Ord June 5 

Henpersox, Antuve, Bruton, Somerset, Engineer Yeovil 
Pet May 2 Ord June 2 

Hoimes, Ataxanpes, and Atexanpge MoCacitum, 
Darwen, Klectiicat Engineers Blackburn and Darwen 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Hopsoy, Epwarp, Woodhouse, Leeds Leeds Pet June6 
Ord June 6 

Jamigson, Jos?pu ALExanpeR, Keighley, Yorks, Hair- 
dresser Bradford yt June5 Ord June 5 

Jones, Ricnarp, Bangor, Carnarvon, Commercial Traveller 
Bangor PetJune6 Ord Juneé 

Joszru, VaNsia, Cwm, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Clothier Tredegar 
Pet June7 Ord June7 

as Cuastes WILLIAM, = |; 
Licensed Victualler Kingston a otal June 
Ord June 7 

Kennarp, Cuarwes, St Lawrence, Kent, Jam Manufacturer 
Canterb Pet Muy 2 Ord June 5 

Lams, Kicuasp, West Ai , Durham, Painter Darhem 
Pet Juned Ord June 5 

Leonarp, WiLt1aM James, Petrockstowe, Devon, Labourer 
Barastaple Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Lioyp, Rosert, Market Harborough, Leicester, Groom 
Leicester Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

MicuetBacuer, MaGpacena, Nottingham, Pork Butcher 
Nottwgham Pet May 15 Ord June 5 

Mis, Cuagtes, Walsall, Gasfitter Walsall Pet June 3 
Ord June 3 

Monteomurry, Jons Tuomas, Carnarvon, Licensed - 
ment house Kee c Pet Jume5 Ord June 5 

Munarow, WILLIAM beNRy, Walsall, Malleable Ironfounder 

alsall Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Nicnotis, James Henry, Darlaston, Staffs, Beerhouse 
Keeper Walsall Pct ——. Ora June 5 , 

Nicao.us, RrcHarp, pou Hull, Confectioner 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June? Ord June 7 

Peacock, Wittiam Evwarp, North Walsham, Norfolk, 
Chemist Norwich Pet June7 7 

Worcester 


Porrer, Exxgst Tuomas, ‘Worcester, 
Pet June6 Ord June 
Raxkiy, Earnest, Birkbeck "Bank chmbrs, High Hol 
Commercial ‘[raveller High Court Pet March 24 O. 


May 24 
Rens Aavsos, upon Hi 1 gone a, ingen upon ae, Butcher 
June5 Ord June 


Rooms E J P. Wool 7 acturers’ , ale High 
Court Pet pest 4 xchange June 
Roumitiy, Atrrep Lovis Victor - em 8t Helen’s pl 


High Court Pet April6é Ou:d June 6 

Saca, Louis Tuomas, Harwich, Grocer Colchester Pet 
June7 Ord June7 

Stacey, Wuram, Southsea, Beate, Pork - Butcher 
Portsmouth Pet June7 Ord yh 

Srupre, WiLLiaM a ~ Central hill Upper: Norwood, 
Librarian Croyd Pet June 4 Oid June 

Tay.or, WiLLIAM, , Derby, Saddler Sarton on Trent 
Pet JuneS Ord June 5 

Tranter, Tomas James, Beewney, Mon, Butcher 
Tred Pet June5 Ord June 

Wuirs, Axraur, Middlesbrough Middlesbrough Pet June 
7 Ord June 7 

Wotrr, Simon, Lower Clapton rd, wyfnee, Builder High 

Court Pet Aprili3 Ord June 6 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCIND. 


Artxixson, Ropert, Gt Queen st, now of Dr Koflers, 8t 
Autun, austria, Photogra, hic Apparatus Manufacturer 
High Court Rec Ord Feb 24, 1908 Adjua March 31, 
1003 Reseand Annu! June 5, 1905 

London Gaszette.—Turspay, June 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Arxixsox, Wittiam, Willow Green, int, Yorks, 
qieengrocer Leeds Pet June 9 Ord June 

Bares, Pescy, Harrogate, Architect York Pet June 8 
Ord June 8 

Baown.kty, Ronert, Chorley, Lancs, Builder Boltcn Pet 
June8S Ord Juned 

Cox, Cuancas, Fietching rd, Lower Craiee, Horse Dealer 
Tbgh Court Pet June 9 Ora June 9 

Davies, Artaur GoopMax, oy Dealer in China 
Wrexham Pet May 22 Ord June 9 
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Dicxrsox, Joun, Norwood Green, nr Halifax, Farmer 
Halifax Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Exriotr, Wm114M, Leeds, Music Dealer Lecds Pet June 
9 Ord June 9 

Ezepox, Witiiam, Abbeville rd, Clanham Park, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet May 19 Ord June8 

Fooxs, AwTnvr Kpwarp, Copthall bldgs, Stockbroker 
High Court PecMay8 O:d June 9 

Hamesuin, Cuantes, Warminster, Wilts, Coal Merchant 
Frome Pet June9 Ord June9 

Hammersoxn, Epwarp, Pembury rd, Hackney Downs, 

ist High Court Pet May 25 Ord June9 

Hanser, G, Rutland rd, East Ham, Builder High Court 
Pet May19 Ord June9 

Homsvure, Kurt, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds Pet June 8 
Ord June 8 


Horsey, Ronert, Worksop, Notts, Cashier Sheffield Pet 
May 19 Ord June8 
Husparp, Wituiam Farpericx, Swannington, Norfolk, 
ter Norwich Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Issotrsox, Harotp A, Hillst, Berkeley sq High Court Pet 
April 12 Ord June 9 
Jacosson, Isaac, Mortimer st. Mantle Manufacturer High 
Court Pet May 30 Ord June 9 
Lake, Simon Heavy, South Wimbledon Kingston, Surrey 
Pet June9 Ord June9 
Ls Francois, Ferpinanp, Swansea, Restaurant Keeper 
Swansea Pet June9 Ord June9 
Mavunpritt, Oviver, Castleford. Yorks, Picture Framer 
Wakefield Pet June 7 Ord June7 
ner Martin, Prestatyn, Flint Bangor Pet May 27 
une 
Qwsrton, Jony Hottsy, Cayton, Yorks,Grocer Scarborough 
Pet June9 Ord June9 
Pavt, ApA Wuitsurn, Halifax Halifax Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 
Reep, Witiiam Taomas Antuvur, Market pl, Kilburn, Pork 
utcher High Court Pet June9 Ord June9 
Ruck, Wruam Cuartzs, Cheltenham, Tubacconiat 
Cheltenham Pet June8 Ord June8 
Scunerper, Berten, Walworth rd, Draper High Court 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Sritr_e, Henry, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Newcastle on 
Pet June7 Ord June7 
hier * ry Swindon, Grocer Swindon Pet June 9 


‘une 

Warp, Atrrep, Darlington, Painter Stockton on Tees 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 ; 

Watkins, Hexry, Miskin, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier 
Aberdare Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Watson, ALGERNON CuaRLEs, Walsall, Commission Agent 
Walsall Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Wiu1ams, Capwatapr, Pen Ceint, Llanffinan, Anglesey, 
Farmer Bangor Pet June9 Ord June9 

Wi.ovensy, James Francis, Grimstone, Norfolk, Butcher 

ing’s Lynn PetJune9 Ord June9 

Woxrr, Victor, Salisbury House, London wall High 
Court Pet Mayit Ord June8 

Waicur, Wittiam, Norwood Green, nr Halifax, Farmer 
Halifax Pet June8 Ord June8 








SMYRNA 


Recognised 
MARKET for 


ORIENTAL 
CARPETS 
and RUGS 


LARGEST SELECTION 
IN THE WORLD 


Compare Prices 


Tottenham Court Road London 


MAPLE & CO 





To COUNTRY 





MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


The *‘ VALIANT’’’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c, 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 
Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TC-— 
Earl Fitzhardinge. 


Lord Gifford. Earl Scarborough. 
Lord Pirbright. Baron F. de Rothschild 
Sur Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, Esq., J.¥. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 
Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. iss A. de Kothschild. 


A. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 














FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axpous, Toomas Kennarp, Deptford, Kent, Hall Keeper 
June 23 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Arxryson, Josepn, Colne, Lancs, Quarry Owner June 22 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Atxixsoy, Wittiam, Willow Green, Horsforth, Yorks, 
| ronal June 22 at 11.80 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

8 

Barber, Pescy, Harrogate, Architect June 23 at 2.30 Off 

Rec, The Ked House, Duncombe pl, York 


Baryes, WiLL1aM Henry, Hartlebury, Worcester, Market | ¥ 


Gardener June 2iat3 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton 
st, Dudley 

Bastin, Antaur Witu14M, Cheltenham, Joiner June 22 at 
11.30 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Cuerseman, WALTER, Kin upon Hull, Builder June 
2itat12 Off Reo, Trinity House ln, Hull 

Coores, Henry, South Shore, Blackpool June 22 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 14. Chapel st, Preston 

Cow isuaw, Frepexick Wituiam, Melksham, Wilts June 
21 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Cox, CHARLES, jun, Fletching rd, Lower Clapton, Horse 
Dealer June 23 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Crampton, JosePH, Staining, pr Poulton le Fylde, Lanes, 
Corn Muller June 22at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 
Preston 

Davies, Marcaret, Merthyr Tydfil, Draper June 21 at 3 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydtil 

Ex.iott, Wiiitam, Leeds, Music Dealer June 23 at 3 
Bankraptcy blags, Carey st 

Fooxs, AnrHur Epwarp, Copthall bldgs, Stockbroker June 
z3at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Frost, WittiamM Tuomas, Maidstone, Florist June 22 at | 
| Owstoy, Jonn Houtay, Cayton, Yorks, Grocer Scarborough 
Pet 


11.20 9, King st, Maidstone 

Gousst, Wit.iam, Dudley, Worcester, Painter June 21 at 
1l Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudle 

Has.ey, James Mippistoyx, Smethwick, staffs, Builder 
June 22 “t 2 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hitprep, WALTER SeagBy, Kingston upon Hull, Builder 
June 22 at11_ Off Kec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Homsure, Emit, Leeds, Confectioner June 22 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Husearp, WittiamM Frepericx, Swannington, Norfolk, 
Carpenter June 2] at 3.15 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 
wie 

Hupsox, Epwarp, Woodhouse June 21 at 11 
Park row, Leeds 

Jamigsox, Joseru ALeXanpeR, Keighley, Yorks, Hair- 
dresser June 23 at 3 Off Kec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Joserx, Davsic, Cwm, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Clothier June 22 
atl2 135, High st, Merthyr Tydiil 

Keev.er, Atpert Kaxest, Whitehall, Easton, Bristol June 
2iati2z Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Leowakp, WiLL1aM James, Petrockstowe, Devon, Labourer 
June 21 at 12.15 94, High st, Barnstaple 

McDowatp, Witttam, Pembroke Dock, Restaurateur June 
23 at 12.15 ‘Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Magsziort, Georcz Maruew, Loraine mans, Holloway rd, 

a June 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Carey 

Maypwe.t, C W M. Devonport, Devon June 22 at 11 Off 
Rec, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymoath 

Morcas, Jxessit Boave, Westbury Park, Bristol, Tailor 
June 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Peacock, Wittiam Evwaarp, North Walsham, Norfolk, 
Chemist June 21 at 3,30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Pratt, Hensy, Maidstone, Drill Instsuctor June 27 at 
10.45 9%, King st, Maidstone 

Reep, Wittiam Tuomas AntHUR, Market pl, Kibburn, Pork 
Butcher Jone 22at11 Bankruptcy bldg», Carey st 


Off Ree, 22, 





ScrneErpeR, Bertsu, Walworth rd, Draper June 21 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Snaw, Frep, Ki m upon Hull, Electrical Contractor 
June 2lat11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Sratey, Wivi1am, Southsea, Hants, Pork butcher June 
22at3 Off Rec, Cambridge juac, High st, Portsmouth 

Srrone, Cuartes Henry, Yate, Glos, Baker June 21 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


| Warkixs, Henry, Miskin, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier 


June 28 at12 133, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
oLF¥, Victor, Salisbury House, London wall June 22 
ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Wi.uam, Willow Green, Horsforth, Yorks, 
Leeds Pet June9 Ord June 9 
York Pet June8 


ATKINSON, 
Greengrocer 
Banses, Percy, Harrogate, Architect 
rd June 8 
Brows.ey, Ropert, Chorley, Lancs, Builder Bolton Pet 
Junes8 Ord Junes 


| Crampton, Josera, Stainiog, nr Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, 


Corn Miller Preston Pet May 6 OUrd June 3 
Dickeson, Jonx, Norwood Green, nr Halifax, Farmer 
Halifax PevJune8 Ord Juue 8 
Exuort, Wii11aMm, Leeds, Music Dealer Leeds Pet June 


Ord June 9 
Hompura, Emit, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds Pet June 8 
Ord June 8 
Hupsaep, Wittiam Freperick, Swanuington, Norfolk, 


Caipenter Norwich PetJune8 Ord June 8 
Le Fraxscois, Ferpinanp, Swansea, Restaurant Keeper 





Swansea Pet June9 Ord June 9 


| Maunprity, Oriver, Castleford, Yorks, Picture Framer 


Wakertield Pet June7 Ord June7 


June 9 Ord June 9 

Pavut, Apa Wuirsorn, Halifax, Spinster Pet 
June6é Ord June 6 

Ricuarpson, C, East Sheen Wandsworth Pet April 15 
Ord June 8 

Rock, WituramMCaAr Les, Cheltenham, Tobacconist Chelten- 

Pet Junes Ord June 8 

Scungiwer, Berisn, Walworth rd, Draper High Court Pet 
Junes Ord Junes 

Srirtie, Henry, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper Newcastle on 


Halifax 


Tyne Pet June7 Ord June7 

Tyvier, WALTsrR, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet March 31 Ord June 9 

Virt1, AncreLo, Swindon, Grocer Swindon Pet June 9 
Ord June 9 


Warp, Acraep, Darlington, Painter Stockton on Tees 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Warsox, Henry, Miskin, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier 
Aberdare Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Wartuins, ALogryon Cuarces, Walsall, Commission Agent 
Walsall Pet June6 Ord June7 

Witiiams, Capwarapk, Pen Ceint, Lianffinan, Anglesey 
Farmer Bangor Pet Jane 9 Urd Juae 9 

Wiioveusy, James Francis, Grimstone, Norfolk, Butcher 
King’s Lynn Pet Juneg Ord June9 

Weriantr, Wititam, Norwood Green, nr Halifax, Farmer 
Halifax Pet JunesS Ord Janes 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicrtors’ JOURNAL with regularity it 6 





requested that application be made direct w 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane, 








